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Public Law 9‘6—47&5—Naﬁonal Materials . and Minerals
Policy, R. & D. Act of 1980 and Consideration of
“H.R. 4281—Critical Materials Act of 1981, :

»

i

- ' TUESDAY APRIL 20, 1982 3

House oF REPRESENTATIVES, COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND
TECHNOLOGY, SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION, AVI-
ATION AND MATERIALS, AND SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE,
ResearcH AND TECHNOLOGY, ' . ,
. . Washington, D.C.
The subcommittees met, pursuant to call, at 9 a.m., in room 2318,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Glickman (chairman of
'th; Subcommittee on Transportation, Aviation and Materials) pre-
siding.
[The prepared opening statement of Mx. Glickman follows:]
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OPENING STATEMENT p
HONORRBLE DaN GLICKMAN, CHALRMAN
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION, AVIATION AND’MA;ERIALS
Hearings on H.R. 4281
CRITICAL MATERIALS AcT of 1981 .

ToDAY, THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION, AVIATION AND MATERIALS,
TOGETHER WITH THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY,
CHAIRED BY MY COLLEAGUE FROM PENNSYLVANIA, THE HONORABLE Dou
WALGREN, ‘1S HOLDING TNO'DAYS OF JOINT HEARINGS ON THE SUBJECT OF
NATIONAL MATERIALS poLlcY, THE HEAR[NGg ARE TWO-FOLD:. FIRST, WE
WILL BE CONSIDERING THE lMPLEMENTA?lON ofF P.L. 96-479, THe NaTIONAL
MATERIALS AND MINERALS PoLICY, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACT OF
1880, indLuDnG THE RECENT PRES[DENTIAE PROGRAM PLAN AND REPORT MADE

10 Couckess. SECONDLY, WE WILL FOCUS OUR ATTENTION on H.R, h281,
THE *CRITECAL MATERIALS ACT QF 1981, INTRODUCED'LAST YEAR.

ON APRIL STH, AFTER ALMOST SIX MONTH'S DELAY, THE PRES[QENT
RELEASED THE NATIONAL MATERIALS AND MiNERALS ProGRAM PLAN AND”
RepoRT TO CONGRESS. THAT PLAN FOCUSES pglhARlLY ON MINERALS AND
MINING> WHICH MISSES, AS | WAVE RECENTLY SAID, A MAJOR PART OF THE
MATERIALS CYCULE -- THAT OF THE cousuMER AND PRODUCT USER SUCH AS
INDUSTRY, DEFENSE OR THE PUBLIC AT LARGE, FURTHER, MATERIALS
RESEARCP AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES FOR SUCH lNDJSTRlES AS AEROSPACE
OR THE AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRY ARE CREATING ENTIRELY NEW MATERIALS SUCH
AS CERAMICS AND COMPOSITES. THESE COULD WELL CHANGE THE NATURE OF
THE NATION'§ CRITICAL MATERIALS NEEDS OF THE FUTWRE. ['M VERY MUCH
INTERESTED IN HEARING HOW THIS ADMINISTRATION WILL DEAL WITH THESE

BROADER)ISSUES. . .
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A.R. 4281, fue CriTicaL Mater1als Act oF 1981, Is SEEN BY THIS
COMMITTEE AS A POSSIBLE NEXT STEP [N IMPLEMENTING A NATIONAL
MATERIALS POLICY, | THINK WE ARE ALL IN AGREEMENT AS TO THE NEED
. FOR HIGH LEVEL COORDINATION OF MATERIALS POLICY AND RELATED PROGRAMS.
We APPEAR TO BE IN DISAGREEMENT AS TO WHO SHOULD CDORDINATE THIS
poLicy, P.L. 96-479 caLLs FOR COOR,D.INATlON T0 TAKE PLACE AT THE
LEVEL OF THE PRESIDENT'S /FXECUTIVE OFFICE; A SUB-CABINET COUNCIL
HAS BEEN DESIGNATED BY%THIS‘ADMIN'I'STRAHON WITH ,THAT RESPONSIBILITY.
X THE FACT THAT THE REPORT ;s'sxx’moum."s‘,mte %N ARRIVING 1S SUFFFCIENT .
TO UNDERSCORE OUR CONCERN goaN EFFICIENCY OF SUcH POLICY ORGANI-
‘ZATIONAL STRUCTURE, %’ . o

I'M LOOKING FORWARD TO HEWRING OUR WITNESSES TODAY AND ON
A Y ’ . \‘
- - THURSDAY TO ADDRESS THESE AND OTHER QUESTIONS, v

)

Mr. GLICKMAN. Good morning. Today the ﬁeﬁring will officially

gin.
Tod)y, the Subcommittee on Transpertation,’ Aviation and Mate-
rials, which I chair, and the Subtommittee on Science, Research
. and Technology,,chaired by my colleague from Pennsylvania, the
Honorable Doug Walgren, is holding 2 days of joint hearings on the
subject of nationél materials policy. The hearings are twofold.
First, we will be considering the implementation of Public Law 96-
479, the National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research and De-
velopment Act of 1980, including the recent Presidential program
and report made to Congress pursuant to that act. Second, we will
focus our attention on H.R. 4281, the Critical Materials Act of 1981,
introduced last year. ' P
On April 5, after almost 6 months’ delay, the President released
the national materials and minerals program plan and report to
Congress. That plan focuses primarily: on minerals and mining
which misses, as I have recently said, a major part of the ‘materials
cycle—that oi', the consumer and product user such asSndustry, de-
fense, or the public at large. Further, materials research and devel-

. opment activities for such industries as aerospace or the’auto-

motive industry are creating entirely new materials such as ceram- \
ics and composites. These.could well change the ‘nature of the Na-
tion’s critical materials needs of the future. I am very much inter-
ested in hearing how this administration will deal with these
broader issues. . - .

. H.R. 4281, the Critical Materials Act of 1981, is seen this com-
mittee as a possible next step in implemienting a natienpl materials
policy. I think we are all in agreement as to,the need far high-level

- coordination of materials polity and related programs.‘We appear
" to be in disagreement, however, as to*who should coordinate this

-
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policy’ Public Law 96-479 calls for coordination to take place at the
level of.the President’s Executive Office; b sub-Cabinet council has
been designated by this administration with that responsibility.
The fact that this report is 6 mopths late in arriving is sufficient to
underscore, our copcern for theefficiency of such policy orgarmiza-
tional structure. * R

I might add parenithetically that, as a practical matter, where
this takes.place is important because of the significance of the
issues related thereby. We are not arguing bureaueratic or organi-

.zational charts just because we think they are cute. It is only be-
cause we think that there is some great significance in terrhs of
who coordihates materials policy for the future of this couptry.

I am looking forward to hearing our witnésses today and on
Thursday to address these and other concerns. I know that there
may be some other statements for the record by the minority or
anybody else, and they will be included in the record at this point.

Mr. GLICKMAN. We have a panel today. Mr. Richard Donnelly,
Director of Industry Resources of the Department of Defense, I
know has to testify in the Senate. We will let him testify first and
then, after he leaves, I believe that you said that somebody (Mr.
Klenneth Foster) from DOD will come forward gnd sit in your
place. . .

Then we will go with Mr. John Marcum, Mr. Ro

Mr. Williain Pendley.
Mr. Donnelly, why don’t you proceed?
[The biographical sketch of Mr. Wilson follows:]
. ]

rt Wilson, and
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¢ - “STATEMENTS OF RICHARD DONNELLY, DKECTOR OF INDUSTRY

" _RESOURCES, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, ACCOMPANIED BY

KENNETH R. FOSTER, STAFF DIRECTOR FOR MATERIALS

‘POLICY, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, AND JEROME PERSH,

STAFF SPECIALIST ON MATERIALS AND STRUCTURES, DEPART-

v ’ MENT OF DEFENSE; JOHN M. MARCUM, ASSISTANT TO THE DI-

’ _RECTOR FOR ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES, OFFICE OF

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY; ROBERT WILSON, OFFICE

OF STRATEGIC RESOURCES, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE; DE-

. -PARTMENT OF DEFENSE; AND WILLIAM P. PENDLEY, DEPUTY

‘ ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR ENERGY AND MINERALS, DE-
PARTMENT OF INTERIOR -

= .Mr. DonnELLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. )

" Before beginning, I would like to introduce Mr. Jerome Persh

- and Mr. Kenneth Foster of our ‘office who will be here to help us. .
* I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today to dis-
cuss the status of the actions required of the Department of De-
fense under the National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research
and Development Act of 1980, Public Law 96-479, and our posture
regarding the Critical Material&® Act of 1981, H.R..4281.

To provide some perSpective, I'must carefully point out.that the

DOD is a consumer of finished weapon systems and equipment. We
‘are a small consumer ih the oyerall U.S. marketplace and general-
ly do not directly procure raw materials. We are, however, keenly
aware of the relationship of materials to the national security and
the interest in present and potential materials policies affecting

“ the U.S. industrial structure. «
Because of these reasons, the Department of Defense is continu-
. ing to move ahead smartly with the implementation of actions
which fulfill the spirit of the National Materials Policy Act of 1980.

WHhile the President’s national materials and minerals program
plan and report to the Congress addresses a broad speotrum of Fed-
eral agency responsibilities, I will _address only those relating to
Department of Defense missionmgesponsibilities.

Before proceeding, however, let me review several of the actions
we have previously reported on and provide some commentary on
their future course’ The actions we have taken are: .

One, assigned senior members of the Secretary of Defense staff,
reYresenting both the industrial resources and the research and de-
velopment organizational elements, to continue the Department’s
responsibilities under the act. This team will continue to fulfill this
function and work closely with assigned counterpsrts in the De-

. partments of Commerce, Interior and State, the Central Intelli-

[
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gence Agency, the National Security Council, the Federal -Emergen-
cy Management Agency, the Office of Science and Technology
policy, and other cuncerned Feder‘a?'groups, as well as industry and
academa. ,

Two, secured the continiiing support of the Institute for Defense
Analyses to assist us in assessing the overall materials, minerals,
and research and development situation and in developing policy~
option inipact appraisals for our review. This continuing effort in-
clude careful analysis of materials technology and production op-
tions available to the Department of Defense to.improve supply
and production aspects related to strategic and critical materials
involving domestic industries. These include compositgs, titanium,
natural rubber, germanium, cobalt, platinum, manga;g;e, chromi-
um, and others,

Three, participated in several working groups of the Cabinet
Council on Natural Resources and Environment to development
the administration’s response to Public Law 96-479.

The President’s National Materials and Minerals program plan
and report to Congréss endorses the role of research and develop-

" . ment as one of the important options to diminish the materials and

". minerals vulnerability f the United States. This policy statement

-
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15 a strong affirmation of the Department -of Defense directions
along these lines first outlined by Dr. Arden Bement, who wds then
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering
(Research and Advanced Technology) in his testimony before both
the House and Senate Armed Services Committees in March of
1980. In this statement, Dr. Bement said,

In fiscal year 195}, with our growing dependence on foreign sources for raw mate-
rials, ggater emphasis will be placed on substitution and conservation We \yl
stress ul'hnulug‘_w tv achieve more independence tn the areas of strategic and entu al
materials .

This statement by Dr Bement stimulated the Under Secretary of
Defense for Research and Engineering to issue policy guidance to
the military departments and defense agencies to consider materi-
als substitution in the planning of their research and development
pyograms. The Defense Sciende Board, in their 1980 study on indus-
trial responsiveness, further reinforced our posture along these
lines. The enactment of the National Materials and Minerals
Policy, Research and Development Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-479)
lent additional impetus to our efforts. As Mr. Robert Trimble, then
acung Deputy Uader Secretary of Defense for Research and Engi-
neering (Acquisition policy), reported at hearings before these com-
mittees in~Match and July of last year, we had initiated and com-
pleted a propused “DOD-wide research and development plan for
salisfying DOD critical and strategic materials requirements.”

Because of the mussion relevance of practically our entire R. & D
program, we have only a relatively modest progtam precisely di-
rected at the development of direct ‘substitutes for strategic and
critical materials. However, a major portion of the ongoing mili-
tary performance oriented materials and structures R."& D. pro-
grams has, in accordance with policy, been planned to strongly con-
sider the direct substitution option while still fulfilling our mission
needs

10 . .
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For example, our vast muterm{s composites program (organic,

. metal and carbon matuix compositds) which will develop direct sub-
strtutes and production decision options for several critical and

. strategic materials, is currently funded at a level of about $80 mil-

- lion .in frscal year 1982 Thig represents about dne-third of the total

DOD matenals and structures progran. - -
Furthermore, a substantial’portion of the DOD Rapid Solidifica-

tion Technology program, which is currently funded at a level of

about 324 million in fiscal year 19382, will be developing superalloy .
. and other materials which will use lower fractions of strategic ele-

ments and display*appreciable performance benefits. Overall, about
#30 percent of our total ongoing materials and structures research

and development program will be developing new materials which

have significant potential in an emergency situation to be used as
subgtitutes for certain critical and strategic materials in the pro- |

Juction of essential weapon systems. .

Our thrust along these lines was given added encouragement by

enactment of the fiscal year 1982 Department of Defense appropri-

- ations bill which ingluded $1 million for additional research and

' development in metal-matrix and carbon,'carbon composite materi-

als to address the substitutes option, for specific military applica-
v tions. v * : )

'The President’s statement also encourages the coordination of in- ,
ternational materials research and development activities with the
European community and other free world countries. We have for
a*number of years participated with the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization Advisory Group on Aeronautical Research and Develop-
ment and the Defense Group in their materials and structures ex-
changes. .- Y

Furthermore, the Military Technical Cooperation program,
which includes participation by the United Kingdom, Canada, Aus-
tralia, New Zealand. and ourselves, which has been in existence
since 1957, has a subgroup precisely directed at materials technol-
ogy In addition to these formal agreements involving multiple free
world country exchanges, we have a series of defense related speif-
ic topical area bilateral information exchanges programs, data ex-
change agreements, memoranda of understanding, and the Dke,
! with countries such as the United Kingdom, Australia, and France.
WT. therefore, are in full accord with the administration's stated
pohcy

The President’s nationgl materials and minérals_policy state- -
‘ment further reaffirms ?he Committee on Materials, COMAT,
under the direction of the Federal Coordinating Council on Science,
Engineering and Technology, for the coordination of Federal mate-
rint and minerals research and development. Within this policy
i guidance, the Cabinet Council on Natural Resources and Environ-

ment Is given responsibility for policy resolution of issues which
may afise It further transfers the responsibility for the Matenals
Availagility Steering Committee, which the Department of Defense
had chdired since 1973, to the COMAT. We will include industrial
base congiderations in this effort. We endorse these actions and
affirm that they are fully supportive of the spirit and intent of
- H.R. 4281, the Critical Materials Act of 1981. .
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As o broad synopsis of the findings of the Department of Defense
resulting from vur work under Public Law 96-479, it is clear that
the path between the research and engingering, the raw materials,
and the finished defense product is different for each of the materi-
als we have studied. The complete processing cycle must be careful-
Iy examined on an individual basis. The first major effort along
these lines that we have assigned to the Institute for Defense Anal-
yses Is in the areas of titanium, cobalt, manganese, chromium and
cumposite materials because of our heavy production commitment

tu the use of those materials for a wide vanety of militagy-€quip-

ment N

In addition, we believe that: '

One, courdination by the administration of strategic and critical

materials coordination at the highest levels df the government will
serve to appreciably improve our defense posture.

Two, strong support for defense related materials research and
development and manufacturing technology programs offer a
. strung potential for reducing our overseas dependence for strategic
and critical materials. . '

Three, the Defense Production Act and the Strategic and Critical
Muaterials Stockpiling Acts are bokh fundamentally sound. The De-
fense Production Act sheuld be extended for 5 years without
amendment , )

In conclusion, the Department of Defense remains concerned
with the U.S. capability for industrial expansion to meet emgrgen-

¢y requirements. We still have a long way to go to improve”indus-

trial preparedness for potential surge and national emergency sce-
narios. The domestic industrial base, production capabilities associ-

ated with industrial preparedness, including the identified materi- *

als and processes required, must continue to be carefully and con-

tinually examined, particularly in high defense use areas and rap-

idly changing technology situations.

This completes my prepared statement. I will be pleased to
answer any questions the committee members may have.

Mr. GLickman. Mr. Donnelly, who will be taking your place?

_Mr. DonnELLY. Mr. Kenneth R. Foster, who is staff director for
materials policy in my office. .ol

[ will be here for a little while longer. '

Mr. Guickman. We are going to go through each witness, and we
will see how long ‘you are ablé to be here. \

[The prepared statement of Mr. Donnelly follows:| »
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/IR, CHATRMAN AND M{MBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEES:
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: 7 1 oargReciaTe THI'S OPPORTUNITY TO APPEAR BEFORE €8h TODAY
70 DISCUSS THE STATUS OF, THE ACTIONS REQUIRED OFMTHE DEPARTMENT
oF Derense unper TtHE NATIoNAL MaTerials anD MineraLs Policy,
Ritarcd AnD Deveroptent Act of 1980, PusLic Law 96-479 anp
OUR POSTURE RESARDING THE (RITIicAL MaTERIALs AcT oF- 1981,
(H.R. 4281, .
To’paovxpe SOME PERSPECTIVE,” 1 MUST CAREFULLY POINT OUT
THAT ThE DoD IS A CONSUMER OF FINISHED WEAPON SYSTEMS AND
EQUIFMENT. WE ARE A SMALL CONSUMER IN THE averaLL U.S.. |
MARKET PLACE AND GENERALLY DO NOT DIRECTLY PROCURE RAW
MATERIALS, WE ARE, HOWEVFR, KEENLY AWARE OF THE RELATIONSHIP
OF MATERIALS TO THE NATIONAL SECURITY AND THE INTEREST IN
PRESENT AND POTENTIAL MATERIALS POLICIES AFFECTING THE U,S.
. INDUSTRIAL STRUCTURE.>
v BecAUSE OF THESE REASONS, THE DepARTMENT OF DEFENSE IS
+  CONTINUING TO MOVE AHEAD SMARTLY WITH THE IMPLEMENTATION OF
' ACTIONS WHICH FULFILL THE SPIRIT OF THE NATIONAL MATERIALS

PoLicy Act orF 1980,

'%
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Wnit€ the Peestbints’ NATIONAL MATERIALS AND MINERALS :
. PrOGRA% PLAN AND REFORT Jo THE CONGRESS ADDRESSES A BROAD A
spéEtRuM OF, FEDERAL AGENCY RtSPONSlBILITlgS,_I WILL ADDRESS ,
ONLY THOSE RELATING TO DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE MISSION RESPONSIBILITIES.
'
BerORL PAOCEEDING, HOWEVER, LET ME REVIEW SEVORAL OF THE
* % ACTIONS WE HAVE PREVIOUSLY REPORTED ON AND FROVIDE SOME
’ COMMENTARY ON THEIR FUTURE COURSE., THE ACTIUNS WE HAVE
. TAKEN ARE: b
N PN
1. ASSIGNED SLNIOR MEMBERS OF WHE SECRETARY OE,Q}!ENSE ,
. STAFf, REFRESENTING BOTH THEV!NDUSTRlAL RESPURCES
. AND THE RESLARCH AND DEVELCPHENT ORGANIZATIONAL ) \
ELEMENTS, TO CONTINUE THE DEPARTMENTS' RESPONSIBIL RIES
Tt T UnDER THE ACT. THIS TEAM WILL CONTINUE TO FULFILL i
THIS FUNCTION AND WORK CLOSELY WITH ASSIGNED COUNTERPARTS
In tHE DeparTrenTs OF (ommeRCE, INTERIOR AND STATE,
The CenTRAL INTELLIGENCE Acency, THE NATIONAL StCuRITY
CoUnCIL, THE TEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGEncY,
e OFfice OF Science AND Tecunorogy PoLicy, AnD

OTHER CONCER&ED FEDERAL GROUPS AS WELL AS INDUSTRY

L

. AND ACADEMIA.

-

2. SECURED THE CONTINUING SUPPORT OF THE [NSTITUTE FOR
DEFENSE ANALYSES TO ASSIST US IN ASSESSING THE
OVERALL MA[ERIALS, MINERALS, AND RESEARCH AND DEVE LORMENT

4 STTUAT 10N AND, IN DEVELOPING POLICY OPTION IMPACT

< APPRAISALS FOR OUR REVIEW. THIS CONTINUING EFFORT
v
' o
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lNCLUhlb LARUHL ANALYSIS OF MATERIALS TECHNOLOGY
RND gRODUCTION OPHOHS AVAILABLE TO THE DEPARTMENT
OF_DEFENSE TO IMPROVE SUPPLY AND PRODUCTION ASPECTS
REL’ATED“TO STRATEGIC AND vCRlTlCAL MATER!A‘LS INVOLVING

L

DOMESTIC INDUSTRIES, > THESE INCLUDE COMPOSITES,
TITANIUM, NATURAL RUBBER, GERMANIUM, COBALT, PLATINUM,

" HANGANESE AND CHROMIUM AND OTHERS. "

, Lo |

3. PARTICIPATED IN SEVERAL Horkf GrouPs OF THE CA&!NET |

COUNC[L *ON VATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT TO » |
DEVELOP THE ADMINXSTRAT)ON S RESPONSE To PusLic LAN

- ' . 96- Q79 [ .

"The PRES[DENT s NaTlonaL MATERIAES ANa MineraLS PRroGrAM
PLAN AND ﬁsponr 10 TONGRESS ENDORSES;'THE ROLE OF RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT AS ONE OF THE IMPORTANT OPTIONS TO DIMINISH 3
THE MATERﬁALs,AND MINERALS VULNERABILITY OF THE UNITED
STATES. THss POL[CY STATEMENT IS AN STRONG AFFIRMATION OF
THE DEPARF&ENT bF DEFENSE DIRECTIONS ALONG THESE LINES FIRST
OUTLINED sw Dr. ARDEN BEMENT, WHO WAS THEN DepuTy UNDER
SecReTARY QF DEFEnSE FOR ReSEARCH AND ENGINEER ING (RESEARCH
AND ADVANCED TEﬁHNOLOGY) INWHIS TESTIMONY BEFORE BOTH THE °
House AND SENATE ARMED SERVICES Cohnlrrges IN MarcH 1980,

IN THIS STAIFMENT,;@R BEMEN]‘SAID “In FrscaL Year 1981;

WITHTOUR GROWING DEPENDENCE ON FOREIGN SOURCES FOR RAW
MATERIALS, GREATER EMPHASIS NlLL BE PLACED ON SUBST[TUT[ON
AND CONSERW\J,!ON. HE WILL STRESS TECHNOLOGY TO ACH‘lEVE MORE s
INDEPENDENCE . IN THE AREAS OF STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATEQRIALS."

-~ 3 - bl

[ ;
. o .. N
' ? L
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THIS STATEMENT BY¥{DR. BREMENT STIMULATED THE UNDE( SECRETARY
of DeFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING TO [SSUE_POLICY GUIDANCE
To THe MILITARY DEPARTMENTS anD Derense ASENCIES TO CONSIDER
MATERIALS SUBSTITUTION IN THE PLANNING OF THEIR RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS. THE DEFENSE‘StlENCE BoARD, IN THEIR
1980 sTupy oN INDUSTRIAL RESPONSIVENESS FURTHER REINFORCED OUR
POSTURE ALONG THESE LINES. THE ENACTMENT OF THE NATIONAL
MATER IALS AND MINE;ALS PoLicy, RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AcT

ofF 1980 (PuBLic LAw 96-479) LENT ADDITIONAL IMPETUS TO OUR
gFrorTS, As MR, RosERT TRImBLE, THEN AcTING DepuTY UnDER’ :
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR RESEARCH<AND ENGINEERING (ACQUISITION
POLICY), REPORTED ATJiEARINGS BEFORE THESE COMMITTEES IN ‘
MARCH AND JULY OF LAST YEAR, WE HAD INITIATED AND COMPLETED

A PROPoseé “BoD-wiDE RESEARCH AND-DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR

SaTISFYING DoD CRITICAL AND. STRATEGIC MATERIALS REQUIREMENTS”
,?

)

~ BECAUSE OF THE MISSION RELEVANCE OF PRACTICALLY OUR
ENTIRE RED PROGRAM WE HAVE ONLY A RELAT[VELY MODEST PROGRAM

PRECISELY BIRECTED AT THE DEVELOPMENT OF D'IRECT SUBST[TUTES
X

O

RIC

FOR STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATERIALS, HOWEVER, A MAJOR

PORTlON OF THE ONGOING MILITARY PERFORMANCE ORIENTED MATERIALS
AND STRUCTURES R&D PROGRAM HAS, IN ACCORDANCE WITH POLICY,

BEEN PLANNNED TO STRONGLY CONSIDER THE DIRECT SUBSTITUTION
OPTION WHILE STILL FULFILLING OUR MISSION NEEDS. FOR EXAMPLE,
OUR VAST MATERIALS CCMPQSITES PROGRAM (ORGANIC, METAL, AND
CARBON MATRIX COMPOSITES) WHICH WILL DEVEELOP DIRECT SUBSTITUTES

\

rs

97-007 0 - 82 - 2, / .
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AND PRODUCTION DECISION OPTIONS FOR SEVERAL CRITICAL AND
STRATEGIC MATE@;;LSI IS CURRENTLY FUNDED AT A LEVEL OF
ABoUT $80M lN(FY 1982, THIS REPRESENTS ABOUT ONE THIRD
OF THE ToOTAL DoD MATEQIALS AND STRUCTURES PROGRAM. FURTHERMORE,
A SUBSTANTIAL PORTION OF THE DoD RapID SOLIDIFICATION
JECHNOLOGY PROGRAM, WHICH 1S CURRENTLY FUNDED AT A LEVEL OF
ABoUT $24M 1N FY 1982 wiLL BE DEVELOPING SUPERALLOY AND .
OTHER MATERIAES WHICH WILL USE LOWER FRACTIONS OF STRATEGIC
: ELEMENTS AND DISPLAY APPRECIABLE PERFORMANCE BENEFITS.,

OVERALL, ABOUT THIRTY PERCENT OF OUR TOTAL ON-GOING MATEﬁ:@Ls

DEVELOPING NEW MATERIALS WHICH HAVE SIGNIFICANT POTENTIAL, IN
AN EMERGENCY SITUATION, TO BE USED AS SUBSTITUTES FOR CERTAIN
CRITICAL AND STRAT,EGI.C MATERIALS IN THE PRODUCTEON OF ESSENTIAL®

AND STRUCTURES RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM WILL BE J
WEAPON SYSTEMS, ' 1

. -

OUR THRUST ALONG THESE LINES WAS GIVEN ADDED ENCOURAGEMENT
BY ENACTMENT OF THE FISCAL YEAR 1982 DEPARTMENT oF DEFENSE
RPPROPRIATIONS BILL WHICH INCLUDED $1M FOR ADDITIONAL RESEARCH
"AND DEVELOPMENT IN METAL-MATRIX AND CARBON/CARBON COMPOSITE ’

. MATERXALS T0 ADPRESS THE \QUBSTL OPTION FOR SPECIFIC ‘
MILITARY APPLICATIONS. ;

v .
.

- ' |
THE PRESIDENTS' STATEMENT AL SO ENCOURAGES THE STIMULATION |

A
OF INTERNATIONAL MATERIALS RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES -,
WITH. THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY AND OTHER FREE WORLE COUNTRIES. M- |

* WE HAVE, FOR A NUMBER OF YEARS, PARTICIPATED WITH THE NORTH . ﬁ

\ |
¢ -
s . ve ‘ b
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ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION ADVISORY GROUP ON AERONAUTICAL
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT AND THE DEFENSE RESEARCH CROUP '
IN THEIR MATERIALS AND STRUCTURES EXCHANGES. FURTHERMORE,
’ THE MILITARY TECHNICAL COOPERATION PROGRAM, WHICH INCLUDES
PARTICIPATION BY THE UNITED KINGDOM, CANADA, AUSTRALIA AND
New ZEALAND, AND OURSELVES, WHICH HAS BEEN- IN EXISTENCE
SINCE 1957, HAS A SUBGROUP PRECISELY DIRECTED AT MATERIALS
TecHNOLOGY. [N ADDITION TO THESE FORMAL AGREEMENTS INVOLVING
MUL?lPLE FREE-HORLD COUNTRY EXCHANGES, WE HAVE A SERIES OF
DEFENSE RELATED SPECIFIC TOPICAL AREA BI-LATERAL INFORMATION
ExcHaNGES PrOGRAMS, DATA EXCHANGE QGREEMENTS, MEMORANDA OF
UNDERSTANDING, AND THE LIKE, WITH COUNTRIES SUCH AS THE
UniTep KingDoM, AUSTRALIA, AND FRANCE, WE THEREFORE ARE IN

’ 1]
Y _FULL ACCORD WITH THE ADMINISTRATIONS' STATED POLICY.

*
A
.

THE PresIDENT's NATIONAL MATERiaLS anp MINERIALs PoLlcy

STAEEMENT FURTHER REAFFIRMS THE COMMITTEE ON MATERIALS
(COMAT) UNDER THE DIRECTION OF THE FEDERAL COORDINATING
COUNCIL ON SCIENCE, ENGINEERING, AND TECHNOLOGY FOR THE
COORDINATION OF FEDERAL MATERIALS AND MINERALS RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT. WITHIN THIS POLICY GUIDANCE, THE CABINET
CounciL oN HATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT 1S GIVEN .
RESPONSIBILITY FOR POLICY RESOLUTION OF [SSuds WHICH MAY
ARISE. [T FURTHER TRANSFERS THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE

. ’-'MATEgles AVAILABILITY STEERING COMMITTEE WHICH THE DEPARTMENT
‘oF DEFENSE HAS CHALRED SINCE 19¥3, To THE COMAT.. We wiLL
INCLUDE INDUSTRIAL BASE CONSIDERATIONS IN THIS EFFORT. HE

ENDORSE THESE ACTIONS AND AFFIRM THAT THEY ARE FULLY SUPPORTIVE

Q .f ;)
ERIC )
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OF THE SPIRIT AND INTENT OF H.R., 4281 "CriTicaL MATERIALS
AcTt ofF 1981.”

As A BROAD SYNOPSIS OF THE FINDINGS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF .
DEFENSE RESULTING FROM OUR WORK UNDER PusLic Law 96-479, 17
IS CLEAR THAT THE PATH BETWLEN THE RescarcH AND ENGINEERING, THE
RAW MATERIALS AND THE FINISHED DEFENSE PRODUCT 1S DIFFERENT
FOR EACH OF THE MATERIALS WE HAVE STUDIED. THE COMPLETE
PROCESSING CYCLE MUST BE CAREFULLY EXAMINED ON AN INDIVIDUAL
BASIS. THE FIRST MAJOR EFFORT ALONG THESE LINES THAT WE
HAVE ASSIGNED TO THE INSTITUTE FOR DEFENSE ANALYSES IS IN
THE AREAS OF TITANIUM, COBALT, MANGANESE, CHROMIUM, AND
COMPOSITE MATERIALS BECAUSE OF OUR HEAVY PRODUCTION COMMITTMENT
TO THE USE OF THOSE MATERIALS FOR A WIDE VARIETY OF MILITARY
EQUIPMENT,

’

" ]
IN ADDITION, WE BELIEVE THAT:

1. STIMULATION BY THE ADMINISTRATION OF STRATEGIC AND
CRITICAL MATERIALS COORDINATION AT THE HIGHEST .

LEVELS OF THE GOVERNMENT WILL SERVE TO APPRECIABLY
¢
IMPROVE OUR DEFENSE POSTURE;

’ .

2. STRONG SUPPORT FOR MATERIALS RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT -
AND MANUFACTURING TECHNOLOGY PROGRAMS OFFER A
STRONG POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING OUR OVERSEAS DEPENDENCY .

FOR STRATEGIC AND CRITICAL MATERIALS; AND" . ! ‘

.

ERIC
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3. Tue,DereNse PRODUCYION ACT AND THE STRATEGIC
AND CRITICAL M‘ATERIALS STOCKPILING ACTS ARE BOTH
FUNDAMENTALLY SOUND BUT REQUIRE SOME MODIF FCATION
AND ‘IMPROVEMENT IN IMPLEMENTATION.

A IN CONCLUSTON, THE, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REMAINS CONCERNED

. WITH THE U.S. CAPABILITY FOR INDUSTRIAL EXPANSION TO MEET
EMERGENCY REQUIREMENTS. WE STILL HAVE A LONG WAY TO 6O TO
IMPROVE INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS FOR POTENTIAL sugcs AND
NATIONAL EMERGENCY SCENARIOS. THE DOMESTIC INDUSTRIAL BASE
PRODUCTION \CAPABILITIES ASSOCIATED WITH INDUSTRIAL PREPAREDNESS ,
INCLUDING :>E IDENTIFIED MATERIALS AND PROCESSES REQUIRED,
MUST CONTINUE TO BE CAREFULLY, AND CONTINUALLY EXAMINED,
PARTICULARLY IN HIGH DEFENSE USE AREAS AND RARIDLY CHANGING
TECHNOLOGICAL SITUATIONS,

v
'

THIS COMPLETES MY PREPARED STATEMENT, | WILL BE PLEASED
TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS THE COMYFTTEE MEMBERS MAY HAVE.

Mr. GrickmaN. Our next witness is Mr. John Marcum with
OSTP. 1t is a’pleasure to have you here. i

I would like to say that, although most of your statements are
fairly. short, your entire statements will appear in the record. So, if
you wanted to sumiffarize, that would be fine with the committee.
You may proceed. ’

. Mr. Marcum. Thank you, Chairman Glickman and members of
the committee. I am pleased to be here today to discuss the pro- .
posed “Critical Materials Act of 1981,” as well as the ‘“National

" Materials and Minerals Program Plan and Report to Congress,”

‘which the President recently transmitted to you.

The President’s Science Advisor, Dr. Keyworth, has asked me to
emphasize the importance he and the administration place on min-
erals and materials policy. OSTP has participated fully in the de-

. velopment of the plan which you recently received, particulgrly in .
its research and development portions, and we con51der this our
submission as required under the National Materials and Mmera(ls
Policy, Research and Development Act of 1980,

. We are pleased with the recently issued plan, and feel that 1‘
.will be effective in addressing national minerals and materials
needs.

I know you will be hap{'}y to hear that I intend to be brief today,
and address the proposed”* Cntlcal Materials Act of 1981,” in light
of the focus that the adminidtration’s program plan brings. I would .
llke to start by expressing appreciation to Chairman Fuqua and .

ERIC v Ry "
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yourself, as well as the vther vosponsors of the bill, for recognizing

the 1importance of addressing the need for high-level coordination

of the mand materils and minerals activities within. the Federa)
Governmest QSTP §hares this concern, as I am sure my fellow
panel members do also.

This administration is committed to dealing with the increasing

dependence of the United States and the free world upon foreign:

sources for strategic and critical materials. The/National Materials
ahd Minerals program plan and report to Congress sets.forth the
policy, pridrities and coordinating structure to deal with the many
parts of this issue Let me briefly discuss what has been done and
what 1s planned-td address this issue.

Fhe Cabinet Council on Natural Resources and Environment,
made up of Cabinet officers and chaired in the absence of the Presi-
dent by the Secretary of the Interior, produced the National Mate-
rials and Minerals program plan and report to Congress The Cabi-
net -Council provides an excellent minerals and ‘'materials policy
review mechanism for a number of reasons. insures high-l&vel con-
sideration of important materials policy issues on a timely basis,
provides_fur prompt action on such issues by the President, and. the
Cabinet Council requires minimum administrative staff, relying for
detailed analysis upun the various agencies and departments which
have ultimate statutory. responsibility for implementation.

Following completion of the Cabinet Council program plan, the
President reviewed and transmitted it to the Congress. In his mes-
sage, the President emphasized the critical role of minerals and
materials to odx, economy, national defense, and standard®f living.
He also focused attention on the need for the Federal Government
to redirect its. materials R. &.D. effort on long-term, high potential
payoff activities of wide géneric application to improve and aug-
ment domestically available materials. In closing, the President ex-
pressed that this policy. is respohsive to America’s need for meas-
dres to diminish miperals vulnerability by allowing private enter-
prise to preserve and expand our minerals and materials economy.

Under the plan, the administration will continue its review and
reform of excessively burdensome or unnecessary regulations and
statutes which adversely affect the domestic minerals industry.
More cost effective approaches are being considered for mine
safety, noise standards, lead standard§ and others. Administrative
reforms such as streamlmmg the protess of recorditig. unpatented
claims are in progress. Land access S&gglatnons Clesm Air Act,
Clean Water Act are all being reviewed fmﬁost efﬁcnency and ade-
quacy.

Materials stockpile policy is effectively addressed. This adminis-
tration has undertaken the first stockpile purchase program in 20
years. In fiscal year 1981, the Congress provided $100 million for
acquisition under this program, and the President requested an ad-
ditional $106 million for fiscal year 1982, which is currently limit-
ed, however, by resolution to $57.6 million. This administration.will
streamline the stockpile planning process through 5-year planning
guidance for GSA acquisitions and disposals, and through a fiscal
year plan that matches annual budget ceilings, market conditions,
immediate strategic requirements, and GSA purchase activities.

L
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In the area of mining and materials R. & D., the administration
has previously provided important new tax incentives in the Eco-
nomic Recovery and Tax Act which should stimulate, private re-
search and development and is also reviewing patent policy with
similar objectives in mind. -
-~ OSTP, in concert with each department and agency, has been
specifically tasked to direct senior officials in the applicable agen-
cles to manatatn or create effective mechanisms for constructive. co-

" . ordmation of this R. & D. policy. Any government financed R. & D.

activitjes will concentrate on long-term, high-risk, potentially high
payoff projects with the best chance for wide generic application.
This should give the taxpayer a better payoff for the investment, a
* bigger “‘bang far the buck.” ) ‘ Y
Coordination of R. & D. activities has been assigned in the plan
to the Federal Coordinating Council for Science, Engineering, and
Technology, which we refer to as FCCSET. This committee is
chaired by Dr. Keyworth. The plan endorses also the previously es-
tablished Committee ori Materialsy COMAT, an interagency work-
ing group of the FCCSET, and directs that thee COMAT will have:
Assistant Secretary-level representation from the departments
. and agencies concerned with minerals and materials. .
Placement within COMAT of the Department of Defense Materi-
al Availamlity Steering Committee, as my colleague mentioned ear-
lier, and the Interagency Materials Group. ' .
Establishment of a Working Panel within COMAT to coordinate
Federal research and development on essential materials.
Establishment of a formal mechanism within Comat for informa-

' tion exchange between agency materials research and develgpment

program managers; and,

Pelicy resolution of materials research and development ques-
tions will be provided through the Cabinet Council on Natural Re-
sources and Environment. That was addressed earlier.

-1 feel confident that we have the mechanisms in place to effec-
+ tively coordinate materials and minerals issues. As you know, the
administration’s program plan was issued on April 5, 1982, and we
have not yet had sufficient time to implement 1t. We have a meet-
ing of the FCCSET scheduled in May to coordinate plans for imple-
mentation of our new policy.

*Although fully endorsing the need for effective materials and
minerals pdlicy coordination, we feel that the Presidential Commis-
®ion called for in H.R. 4281 would present an upnecessary addition-
al bureaucratic structure that would cause inefficiency and delay
in materials and minerals policy coordination. It is important to
maintamn the policy coordination structure closely related to the
agencies and departments which have ultimate statutory responsi-
bility fogimplementation. A new organizationi or eommission would
add an ﬁ%iecessary layer of bureaucracy and dilute agency in-

volvement in policy implementation. The structure now in place’

should accomplish the needed coordination to implement materials
and minerals policy.

Thank you for this oppertunity to testify om this most important
matter. | will be glad to answer any questions you may have.

(The prepared statement of Mr. Marcum fotlows:]

& —
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STATEMENT BY JOHN M. MARCUM
N OF THE OFFICE OF SCTENCE AND TECHNOLOGY PO: ICY
) BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, PESEARCH AND TECHNQLOCY
AND THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPOPTATION, AVIATION AND MATERIRLS

April 20, 1982

- L *

Chairman Walgren, Chaxrmap Glickman, and Members the
Committee: } am pléased t> be herc today to discuss the
proposed "Cr:tical Materials Act'of 1981," as well ag the
"National Mater:als and deérals Progrim Plan and Report to

Congress,” which the President has recently tranem;tted to -

you. .
Tne Pres;dent's Sc:ence Advisor, Dr. Keyworth, has

asked me to emphagize thq importance he and the Adm{pxstratxon

place or minerals and materials policy. We are ;leased with
4 the recently isswed Admxkxstrat:pn Program Plan and feel T
that 1t will be effective i addressing National materxalé »
and minerals npeeds. ' B

- .

I know yuhkil be happy to hecar that I intend to Pe
brief today) a.d address the proposed “"Cr:tical Materials
Act of 1981" (H.R. 4281) in light of the focus chat tge
AdmlnxstratxoTij’Eggdkam Plain brings. ‘I would like to start
by expressing appreciation to Chairmen Fuqua’, Walgren and

Glickman as well as tc the other co-sponsors of m.R. 4281

-

for recognizing the importance of addres§xng the 'need for

\' ¢
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higp level-coordination of the many materials and minerals

- activities within the Federal governmeut. OSTP shares this

concern as I'm sure my fellow Panel memkbers do also. The

. . Administration is committed to dealing with the increasing
dependgpce\pf the United States and the free world upon
foreign sources for strategic and critical materials. This
"National Materidls and Minerals Program Plan and Report to
Congra§s" sets forth the policy, priorities and coordinating

. let me

briefly discuss what has been done and what is planned to

structurc to deal with the many parts of thiz iscue.
address this issue. The Cabimgt Council on Natural Resources
and Environment, made up. of Cabinet-OfficeYs and chaired by
and ' Minerals Program Plan and Report to Connggss.“ The
.°Cabinet Council provides an excellent mineralq&and materials
policy review mechanism for a nymber of réasons: ensures 1 /
) high-level consideration of important materials .policy ,
. issues on a timely‘basis, provides for prompt action on such
issues by the President, and the Cabinet Codhcil requingst.

minimum administrative staff, rel;ing for detailed adeY?is

upon the various. agencies and departments which have ultimate

statutory responsibility for implementation .
{
. T or * .
hal ’ »
Following completion of -the Cabinet Council Progrim
Plan, the President reviewed and transmitted it to the

Congress. 1In' his messags. the President ewmphasized the
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the Secretary of the Interior produced the "National Ma{eriqis
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cratical role at, m;nuralsr'o our econog¥4 national

. s

and standard of 11 ;1ng.

",

He alsc

focuscd'attentxon

defensg,

on the

negp for the FﬁdeAal Gover?ment to redirect 1ts mate*xals

A

.

Yo,
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RED effort on 49ng;tgrm, hxgh potential payoff activities of

.+ ava.lable materials.*1In bfosxngJ the President expressed

s .

to diminish miner

s vulnerabil:ty by allowing private

wide generic applicalion to improve ana augrent domestically

. that thas policy 1s resbonsxve to America's need for measures
. .

eritérprise to preserve and expand Qur maverals iﬂ?gmaterxals
e -\ <

economy.

Under the Plan,
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.
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the Aﬁmxnlstratxonvwxll comtinae its$

. revxew and reform of excefsxv°1y burdensome or unmecessA¥y

>

minerals industry.

Deeb Seaked Mining Regulations has been nemabei,

*

N

- . 4 e e
For example, previous uncefiaxutn.;n the
- e

making

N o
rules for ekploratior licenbes clearer' cnd stoler._ More

cost effiﬂtxve approaches !’e being considered for

mine

.,
PR

safety, ndise standards,‘lead standards, and others. .

Administrative reforps such as streamlining the procrss of

-

recording unpatented claims are in progress. . Land Adcess

BQ\\J trons,, Clean Air Agt, Clean Water Act, are all be ng

revxewed for cost efficiency and adequacy.

»
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Matenals stockpxle polezs effectwely addresse’d].

This Admxnxstratxon has undertaken the first stockpxle

purchase program an twenfy years.

.
~

In FY 81,

the Congresy

<
" regulataens and Eqatgte&-which adversely affect.the domestir
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provided $100 M for acquisition and the President ‘requested
N .

an additional $106 M for FY 82, which is curfently limited
by res lution to $57.6 M. This Administration will streamline
¢ the stSLéplle planning Qfoces; through flve-ySEE planqing
'guldance for GSA acquisitions and disposals, and through a ) .
FY plan that matches annual budget cei1lings, market conditions,
immediate strategic. ;;qulremqnts and GSA purchase activities. .

[ -

o o

In the areX of mining and materials R&D, the Administration,
has previously provided important new tax incentives in the .
;
Economic Recovery and Tax }ct which should stimulate private
RuD and 1s also reviewing patent policy with similar objectives
in mind. OSTP, in concert yith each department and agency,
has been specyfically tasked to direct senior o%flcials in
the aéplicable agencles tc maintain or create effective
,mechanisms for constructive cog}dlnatlon of this R&D policy.
. Any government financed R&D activities will conccntrate on

long-term, high-risk high potential payoff projects with the -

best chance for wide generic application to materials problems
and increased productlvity.. Th;s should give the taxpayer a
B

be;ter.payoff for the investment; a bigger "bang-for-the-

buck". Ccordination of R&D activities has been aSSLgﬂéd in

the Pfqn to the Federal Coordinating Council, for Science,

Engineering, .and.Technology (FCCSET), whiéh is chaired by

. Dr. Keyworth. The Plan enddrses the previcusly establiched ]

.COmmltqee on ﬁgkerials (COMAT), an interagency working group

. of the FCCSET, and directs:
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--. Assistant Secretary-gzvél representation from the
departments and agencies concerned with minerals

and materials; B

--  placement within COMAT of the Department of Defense
Material Availability Steering COmmxttee.aEF the
4 Interagency Materials Group:
\
-- ! establishment of a Working Panel within COMAT to
coordinate federai research and development on R

« essential materials: S .

~-  establishment of a formal mechanism within COMAT

. ' for information exchange between agency matgrials . .
research and development program managers; and,

-- policy resolutipn of materials research and
develobmint questions will be providedvthrough the
éabinet Council on Natura} Resources and Envxroﬁment.

I feel confident :ggt we have the mechanisms in place

« to effectiveiy COOfdinate materials and minerals issues. Aas

you know, the Adminisgrapion's Program Plan was issued or
_‘§pri1 5, 1982 and we have not had sufficient time to implement
it. We have%a meeting of the FCCSET scheduled’'in May +o

. ; ' : .
coordinate plans for implem2ntation of our new policy.
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. Although fully endorsing the need for effective materials

and minerals policy coordination., we feel that the Presidential

Commission called for in H.R. 4281 would present an unnecéssary,
additional bureaucratic structure that would cause 1nefficiency

and delay in materialc and minerals policy coordination. It

-
1s important to maintain the policy coordination structure

- o »

clesely reiated to thé agencies and departments which have

,ultimate statutory reSponsibility for implementation. A new

e

organization or commission would add an unnecessary layer of
- bureaucracy and dilute agency involvement in policy jimplementation.
The structure now in‘place should accomplish the needed coordina-

., /7 .
tion to implement minerals and materials policv.

, -

.

- Thank you ag;lh for this opportunity to testify on,this )

most impoftaxq matter. I will be Blad to answer any gquestions
. + - - ’ -
.you may haVe. . ’ ' L

. .
* v

Mr. GLICKMAN. Thank you, Mr. Marcum. Wg‘wﬂl wait until the
other two gentlemen testify.

Mr. Robert Wilson of the Department of Commerce. It is a pleas-
ure to have you here. You may proceed As I mentioned to Mr.
"Marcum, if you wish to summarize, that would be fine with the
committee, or you may proceed as you wish. Your entlre statement
will appear in the record.

Mr. WiLson. Thank you, Mr. ’Chairman.

My name is Robert Wilson and I am Director of the Office of
_Strategic Resources, U.S. Department of Commerce. I am pleased
" to have the opportunity to testify before these subcommittees on
‘the “Critical’"Materials Act of 1981.” .

- We both agree that the administration and Congress share a
common concern over the potential problems in minerals and ma-
terials supply to our Nation’s industries. Two weeks ago yesterday,

" - President Reagan forwarded his national materials and minerals

program plan and report to Congress, as required by the act.

This program plan was developed by the Cabinet Council on Nat-
ural Resources and the Environment, charged by the administra-
tion with coordinating and developing minerals and materials
policy. The Cabinet Council established a Strategic Materials
Policy Task Force which includes the Department of Commerce
and other departments with materials-related responsibilities.

[
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We believe that we have' made excellent progress in developing
and implementing vur matenials program, and it is the administra-
tion's intent that national materials policy continue to be coordi-
nated through the Cabinet Council. We therefore oppose H.R. 4281.
It is true that materials issues warrant a suitably high level in
Government for coordination and resolution, but we believe that
the Cabinet Council meets the intent of HR. 4281 in this regard.

The national materials and minerals program plan has been
summarized by my colleagues, so I don't feel like going into all of
the details of that. I will tell you'¥ little bit more about what the
Department of Commerce has done.

We were a major participant in the development of this program
plan, and we intend to continue in this role. DOC.chaired working
groups which developed recommendations on matprials research
and development, materials analysis, and regula reform. We
completed our major study of “Critical Materials

use of advanced materials technologies, such as r
technology and composites. It identifies potential
rials supply to the aerospace industry and rec
policy approaches. ’

The Department of Commerce is now impr
programs based .on this analytical foundation. My office has been
directed to coordinate the Department’s minerals and materials ac-
tivities. Through an internal program plan, we are focusing DOC'’s
resources on the goals of increasing the competitiveness of materi-
als industries and reducing industry vulnerability to supply disrup-
tions of critical mineyals. Among activities planned within the De-
partment are: : -

One, developing an information base and improving end-use
analysis through indepth industry studies as recommended by the
1980 act. Our followup study to the aerospace report will evaluate
the critical materials requirements of the steel industry.

Two, we are working witlythe interagency Minerals Information
Coordinating Committee to fill important data gaps and improve
Goveraiment analysis for policy development. -

Three, we are addressing concerns about emergency prepared-
ness. We are working closely with GSA and FEMA to assess the
state of the materials in the national defense stockpile.

Four. identifying substitutes for critical materials in essential
uges and the best available materials technologies in processing,
conservation, recycling, and so forth. We are initiating our materi-
als substitution information program with an industry workshop
on chromium substitution in September of 1982. We will also work
closely with COMAT in the coordination of Federal materials R. & D.

Five, we are investigating trade policy. approaches to materials
supply probléems. Domestic ferroalloys producers have filed a peti-
tion under provisions of the Trade Expansion Act to investigate the
national security implications of increasing imports.

LIS
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Six, fiwe are continuing our éfforts to improve the investment cli-
mate for seabed mining. We are doing this through our participa-
tion in the review of the draft Law of the Sea Treaty.

, Seven, we are developing a regular industry consultation pro-
gram with Rey association and industry representatives. We espe-
cially want to acquire the views of the materials processing and
consurtting industries so that we can adequately represent their
concerns on the Cabinet Council. .o

In summary, thissgdministration has a comprehensive materials
. and minerals progr%’n\gjan. It has a coordinating body to imple-

ment that plan. The Department of Commerce has a related mate-
rials program plan and also a coordinating body. Now that the poli-’
%, cies, plans, and mechanisms are established, we must concentrate
on the implementation phase. .
Thank you for this opportunity to testify and I Iook forward to
working with these subcommittees in addressing this issue.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Wilson follows:] -

. /




ERI!

R

\

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT DALE W<1LSON .

» DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF STRATEGIC RESOURCES

U.Sl. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

e -
.

~
BEFORE THE JOINT HEARING

SUBCOMMITTEE ON‘*SCIENCE, RESEARCH AND TECHNOLGGY

AND , <

- -

' SUBCOMMITKEE ON TRANGPORTATION, AVIATION AND MATERIALS

¥ N OF THE
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGX"
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

aFRIL 20, 1982




. MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBIRS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEES:

. 3

. )\
My name 1s Robert Dale Wilson and I am the'Dxrecc?r of the
Ctfice of Strategic Resources, U.S. Department of Commerce.
leam pleased to Qave the opportunity to testify befor; this
jornt hearing on ;he "Critieal Materials Act of 1981"

.

-
(H.R, 4281).

The Admanistration and Congress have a common concarn abot
. potential problems in minerals and materials supply to our
sation's industries. Our country's ability to produce and

orocess some minerals and mater;al& has declined over the past
decade, and 1moorts account for an xnc;easxng share of our
naterials consumption. Congress passed the "National Materaals
/" Nand Minerals Policy, Research and pevelopment Act of 1980"

(P.L, 96-479) becagze of the lack of a coherent approach to

8 minerals and nater;ais supply issue;. Two weeks ago yesterday,
president Reagan forwarded has National Materials and Minerals
Program Plan and Report to Congress as required by the Act.
This Program Plan was developed by the cabanet Councal on
Natural Resources and,the Environment, charged by the
Administration with coordinating and developxng minerals and
materials policy. The Cabinet COuncxl, chaired by Secretary

watt, estaplished a Strategac Materials Policy Task Force which

\)‘ 97-0({7 o-8 -3 . }
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includes the Department of Commerce and other departments with
materials-related responsibilities. By using the Tasl‘( Force
and the Cabinet Council as a forum, national policy has been

B
formulated with the assurance that all interested Federal
departments and agencies have an opportunity to express their
views and make their contribution. In addation, the Cabinet
Council process 1is flexlble‘ and can draw on bo'th the.strengths
of the senior political leadership of the Administration and the
expertise of our minerals professionals in the vagrious agencies.
We have made excellent progress in d'eveloplng and implementing
our materials program, and 1t is the Administration's intent that
national materials policy continue to be coordinated through
the Cabinet Council on Natural Resources and the Environment. We

therefore oppose 'H’.R. 4281. It 1s true that materials 1issues
warrant a suitably high level in Government for coo.xdmatlon and
resolutaon, but:. we believe that the Cabinet Council meets the
intent of H.R. 428l in this regax‘d: - -
‘ .
"In 1ts National Materials and Minerals Program Rlan, the
Administration has addressed the many different aspects of
materials i1ssues. We are seekin; to decreas;e our minerals and
materials vulnerability through actions to promote national
security, a prosperouys econgmy, and the integraity of our natural

resources and environment. The main elements of this plan are

s

—~ s
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1N SuUmMhary:

.

o The stimulation of private sector materials research and
developrent through the tax incentives provided by the .
. R economic Recovery Tax Aét.of 1981 (ERTA) and an emphasis on
redirecting Government-sponsored research to basic long-
term, hxgh-xxsk but broadly applicable materials research.
We have reaffirmed the coordinating role of the Committee
on Materials (COMAT). We fully agree with the Congress on
the importante of research and development to materlals
supply and COMAT will work to give new direction to the
revised Government role 1n this vital area.

o The fievelopn‘mt of a more effective Strategic stockpile
with improvements 1in the quantity, quality, and form of
stockpiled materials, and the selling of unneeded materials.

. o Continued efforts to stimulate investment in domestlc
.
minerals and materials production through regulatory
. reform and new tax lncentives provided by ERTA.

° A reexaminatlon of our wilderness policy and an .
acceleration of the review of public lands withdrawn from
mineral exploration so that the possible multiple uselof
these lands can be evaluated.

o Improvements in tﬁe conduct *and coordination of minerals

- and materials data collection and analysis by the Federal
Government.

o Full coordination of materials polacy and programs through

X
‘ ' ‘ the Cabinet Council on Natural Resources and the
EAvaronment. .
- - - .
‘
*
H '::
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The Department o! CommerCe was a major participant in the
development of this Program Plan and we intend to continue in
this role. DOC chaxred working groups which developed

\ recommendations on materaals research and development,, materials

) anaiys;s, and regulatory reform. The Department of Commerce

. also completed 1ts maj)or study of "Critical Materials -
Requirements of the U.S. Aerospacé Industry" which was required
by the 1980 Act. This study forecasts aerospace requirements
for cobalt, ghromium, titanium, and tantalum through the year'
2000 and examines the use of advanced materials technologies
such as rapid solxdlﬁxé;tlon technology ;nd composites. It
1dentifies potential problems in materials supply to the
aerospace industry and recommends appropriate policy a%proaches:

The Department of Commerce 1s now 1mproving 1ts materials

programs based on this analytical foundation. My office, the . -
Office of Strategic Resources, has been directed to coordinate
the Department's minerals and materials activities. Through an
internal program plan, we are focusing DOC's resources on the
goals of increasing the competitiveness of materials rndustries
and reducing 1ndustry vulnerability to supply disruptions of critical
minerals. Among activities planned within the Depalbment are:
o *Developing an information base and fmproving e?d-use

analysis through in-depth i1ndustry studies as recommended

by the 1980 Act. our follow-up study to the aerospacé

report will evaluate the critical materials requirements

of the steel :industry.

ERIC '
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to stockpile acquisition are cost effective. ’
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w°xk1n'g:thh the 1nt.eragency Minerals Information

Coordxn'atxng Committee- to f111 important data gaps and

1mprove Governmerft analysis for policy development. We

are particularly inverested 1in developing better information

on the regulatory burden and cogts of materials 1ndustries

for input to the overall regulatory reform effort.

Addressing concerns about emergency preparedness. We will

work closely with GSA and FEMA 1n the next year 1n assessing

the state of the materials in the national defense stockpile.

Analytical effor‘ts w1ll be focused ‘on whiether alternatives

Ident1fying substaitutes for c.nucal materials i1n essential

uses and the best available materials technologies 1in .

processing. Conse;vatxon, recyclxn‘g, etc., We are 1initiating

our materials substitution information program ’thh an

1ndustry workshop on Chromium substitution in September 1982.

We will also work closely with COMAT in the coordination of

Federal materials R&D.

Investigating trade policy approaches to materials supply

problems. Domestic ferroalloys producers have filed a

petition under provisions of the Trade Expansion AcCt to

investigate the national security implications of

increasing imports. The lNvestigation 15 nOW Ongoing and
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' .
the Secretary of Commerce will make a xecom\'e:\datxoq
on this case later this year.
© <ontinulng our ‘efforts to 1mprovesthe i1nvestment climate
v for seabed-mining. We are doing this through our .
partxcxlpatxon 1n the review of the draft Law of the Sea ’
Treaty, the development of seabed mining regulations,
and the negotiation of reciprocal arrangements among
seabed mining nations. .
o Developing a regular industry consultation program with
. key association and induStry representatives. We
especially want to acquire the views of the materaials
processing and consuming aindustries so that we can
adequately represent their concerns on the Cabinet
Council on Natun;l Resources and the Environment.
In summary, this Administration has a comprehensive Materials -
. and Minerals Program Plan. It has a coordinating body to implement
this plan -- “the Cabinet Council on Natural Resoux:'ces and the
Environment. The Departx'nent of Commerce has a related materials

program plan and also a coordinating body =- the 1ce of 3

Strategic Resources. Now that the policies, plans and mechanisms are
established, we must concentrate on the 1mp1en3_enta on phase. The
goals of the Administration, the Congress, and th€ Department of

Commerce are one and the same -- to i1mprove th
.

A

competativeness ™~

~

- of our 'basic industries and to reduce minerals an

materials supply
vulnerability 1n cost effective ways. I thank fou for this opportunity
to testify and look forward to working With yoy 1n addressing these

1important strategil resource issues. -
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF

COMMERCE | ="

N Ews WA;T:(:NGTON. D.C 20230 . :

. .
» N ’?& . * -
Robert Wils outh o
. inted to Commarcs Post .’ .

*
-
Robest Plln-wilson, 29, of Colubia, S.C., has been

appointed director of the new Office Of Stratogic Rasousces,

the 0.8. Department of Coussrce announced today.
Wilson has hean executive assistant to Associate Deputy
Secretary Maxtha Hesse since March. Secretary Malcolm Baldrige
sigfed his new appointment on Dec. 18. wilson has worked on
/ strstegic resource ‘issues and has reprasanted the department
on the Cabinet Council Working Group on.Strategic Resource
Issues. ’ - . s .
The new office will be assigned to he aconomic affairs
* ~group headed by Rssistant Secratary Robe G. Dederick; it will
P coordinate all departmental activitias ralat6d to strategic
materlels and minerals.s > ‘,

Ailgor said>the’office would¥coordinata studies of industries
that are heavy users of stratagic matarials; jdentify current
and inngvative practices in the materiasls industries such as-

. conszg tion, substitution, recycling, reclamation, end processing;
. -and rdinate stulies of goverriment stockpilas. The office alao
WLl devalop, & business consultation program toO ensura that the
viewooints of users of matarials and minerels will be, considered

‘:4in the devalopaent of :ua‘tegic resourca policias.
. )
o Wilson fordmrly was engaged in private law practice in
<  Colunbia. Ha was co-chairman of Lawyers for Raagan, South
Carolina. '

He q:aduitoq magna cum laude from the University of South
Carolina §n 1975 and raceived his law dagree from the university
. in 1978. Ha is married to the formax Juﬂ}y X. Heaton; both are

natives-of Alken County, S.C. «
,
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Mr. .G.ucx’MAN. Thank you, Mr. Wilson.'I appreglate your sum-
' '~4“ - e et . LIRS ,

. *Qur-last witness in, tHis parel js Mr. Williarﬁ;Pendley,—udeputy as-
sistant Secretary for Energy and Minerals of the, Departurent of In-
terior. It is a pleasure to havé_you&iref "L Lee ..

record. o4 . i, .
“t: Mr. PENDLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairnfah; T
.} would like to congratulate you, Mr.'Cyhayxan, andYéheﬁeh ir+

man of the full committee for the courage’ andf]

- committe€, in particular, has derhonstratéd over the past ‘several
ears with regard to America’s materials.needs. This is particula
y with regard to the focus that this committee placed upon materi-

als R. & D). as well as minerals policy and the adoption of the 1980

act. This administration shares your-concern. ° ,

The Presideént, as you know, on April 5 released what I think is
the greatest statement a‘’President has ever made with regard to
the role minerals and materials pldy in the economy, in the nation-
alxi’efense, and to the accomplishment of America’s standard of

ing. It certainly is the first .such statement by, a President in
over three decades, the first since, President Eigenhower’s Decem-

‘v g

" gressive and, frankly, given the state in which we_find ourselves, it
+ needed to be thore aggressive. - S L
«.Mr. Chaifiman, yon have received this morning an excellent sum-

mary $rom John Marcum and Bob Wilson of the substance of what -

“the. President has proposed and the joh,that lies ahead of us.- I
-* might just say in summary that we.have a'tremendous-task ahead
of us. What we have proposed is' merely the first step in a very
long road tQ return America."td' its greatness and to achieve the
goals that we must reach to havé’ a strong economy and .national

.+ defense dnd dheglthy-standard of living.

.

‘. past year. *

"¢ ket me focys for ‘a few minutes on thé activities of the Depart-
" . ment oft

terior with regard to minerals policy. I think we
utstapding record. We_dre proud of our'job over the

have” a" ver

“We.take to heart i‘,hé\“direcfi?)n& of: the Congress in the Mining and-
Minerals Policy Aet of 1970 to “foster and encourage” a domestic

R L .
ou may preceed, and your entirg. gtatemgnt will appea? in the

t 1s comprehensive, it, is more ag- ~'

.

e

eadership that this »

.

L9

.

minerals industry."Wé- hage other rasponsibilities, of course, but we‘,‘«, -
are intent upon accomplfshini that directive which the Con SR

ave to the Executive Branch over 10.ears ago, and was-téaf

roied in 1980 by the actions”of this committe&) We have moved . *

-- ,A *
arli "

aggressivgly in that dirgction. ‘.
" We have revaked sonie 120 Gutdated land withdrawals; returning
approximatély 20 million acres to multiple use. We have adopted
for the first time in, 30 years an OCS hard rock minerals policy and
program. As you l}(now, in 1953 when the OCS-Lands,Act was
adopted, provisions wer¢ made for an OCS hard rock mign% pro-
gram. N¢ adminis bl&lin history adopted such # program.
er this year, Secrétd

the future with regard to manganese nodules/int the Blake Plateau

off the Coast of Georgi ith regard tg sand and gravel off-the

Cotst of AJaskd'and, in the fukyire, if the interest lies there in chro-
" .Inite resources, among others, bff the Coast of Oregon. ’

"woa
.8 . se 4

‘
.

datt did, apxd we will meve aggressively in -

. 5 ‘

|
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We have opened up five national recreation areas to strategic
and critical mineral leasing."As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Con-
gress adopted these five NRAs, they made provisions for leasing of
minerals on those lands. And no administration in history took
that direction to heart; we did. We insured that those lands are
now available as the Congress fully intended. «

We have for the first time in the Bureau of Land Management,
the Federal Government's leasing authority, a deputy director for
Energy and Minerals to insuré proper focus of that responsibility
in the Bureau of Land Management's land managing responsibil-
ities. And we have adopted a procedure we like to call GEM, whi¢h

. is geology, energy, and minerals evaluation, to insure that in the

land use planning which affects one-third of the Nation _that
energy and mineral concerns, particularly strategic minerals, are
taken into account. . .

We have massively reorganized the Bureau of Mines to return
that agency to the strong position that it has held in years past,
particularly as an advocate of the public interest, the interest that
the public has in maintaining a strong domestic minérals sector In
addition, we have significantly redirected the research and develop-
ment activities of the Bureau. One of the first actions we took in
February of 1981 was to request a change of some $8.6 million i
research and development activities that the Bureau of Mines was
doing in order to insure that we focused upon the strategic and
critical minerals issues, including questions of recycling and substi-
tution. . '

I might add that, out of the $8.6 million, the Congress did ap-
prove a $5.8 million change, and we are moving ahead with new
increases in this very important program.

Our U.S. Geological Survey is increasing its activities in mapping”
to insure that the proper maps are available for exploration and
development of public lands which are available to multiple use,
and we have significantly increased USGS funding with regard to-
their research into the science of the occurrence of mineral re-
sources so we- might know better about what resources are there
and how we might best find them.

In addition, the Secretary has recently announced, as you know,
a major wilderness policy which we think both protects the wilder-
ness.that has been created and places impetus upon the Congress
to move rapidly to end the uncertainty with regard to the public
lands. The bill would also provide Congress the opporutnity to reex-
amine the question of wilderness and the foregone values and the
mineral resources in the year 2000. I think the Department has
embarked on an exciting program. Of courSe, we realize that the
Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970 speaks both to energy min-
erals as well as non-fuel minerals. I have focused this morning, be-
cause of the concern of this committee, just on the strategic and
critical minerals area. ‘

The administration shares this concern. It is not just focused in
one department or agency, it is administration-wide. Whether -yo
talk of the Department of Defense or Department of Commerce or
the Department of State, we all share a deep concern about strate-
gic and ¢ritical minerals.
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Our activity with regard to the minerals industty is focused on
such things as our Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 which pro-
"vides for the revitalization of the domestic industry. We have
moved aggressively to reexamine ‘the public and national interest,
in the Law of the Sea Treaty negotiations now ongoing, to insure
that our concerns™are properly taken care of. We have asked for a
J-year reauthorization of the Defense Production Act, and we have
moved aggressively to implement thlt act to insure a responsive-
ness on the part of the administration. As you know, Mr. Chair-
man, for the first time in 20 years, an administration has moved
aggressively to implement and to fulfill the stockpile as it was in-
tended to be.

We are opposed to H.R. 4281, Mr. Chairman, because we believe
we now have in place a structute which 'provldes the capability to
be responsive. It is not a sub-Cabinet group, it is a Cabinet-level
group [t involves the participation of Cabinet officials and direc-
tors of agencies throughout the Federal Government who focus
upon these issues. In fact, in the creation of this policy, we did
have that high-level involvement, we did have two full Cabinet ses-
sions to discuss the issue, and it was focused on by the highest level
of administration officials. "

We believe that we can be respbnsive. We believe that we will be
responsive to the concerns of this Congress. In fact, we are now in-
volved in such a process under the defense appropriations bill with
regard to silver sales. We are using this Cabinet Council mecha-
nism to study the question that the Congress has asked us to study,
apd we will shortly submit our findings to the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my summary remarks. I do appre-
ciate the opportunity to be here. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank
you and the chairman of the full committee again for the support
that this committee has given this administration for out aggres-
sive attitude and approach to these strategic materials issues. )

[The prepared statement of Mr. Pendley follows:] \.-
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Statement of William P. Pendley
é.' Asatistant Secrstary--Energy and Miperals ’
Department of the Interior
befor¢ the
.Subcow:istee' on Science, Research and Technology
and‘the
Subcosmittee on Transport ation, Aviation snd Materials
Couni ttee on Science and Technology
U.5. Rouse of Represéntativea
> H !
' Tussday, April 20, 1982

Mr. Chairmen, Ladies and Gentlemen:

I.t g!;el me great pleasure to appear before this joint hearing of your
two subcommittees to pro;ide the views of the Department of the Inter!or‘
and of the Administration on H.R. 4281 - the "Critical Materials Act of
1980, as well as our comments on the implementation of PL 69-479, the
“Rational Matarials and Minerals Policy, Research and Development Act of

.

1980."

Prsesident Resgan was concerned with the strategic materiala posture of
the nation even before his Adudnistration to;; office in January 1981. A
panel of distinguished experts had prepared a detsiled report on the .
nation’s strategic materials position for the President-elect. This repor't,
was reviewed by Secretary James Hltt.before he became the Secretary of the
Interior. Certainly t‘he earlier work of your Conait’te‘e. which cu.lninlted

in the 1980 Act, served to heighten the interest in, and concern for, our

national waterials position. '
H . -

Zarly in the Adminiatration, the President’s Cabinet Cguncil on Natural-
Resources and the Environment, chaired pro tempore by Secretary Watt, tackled
the job of establishing a pt;licy ;}oﬂt!on on wminerals and materials. While a
subcabinet-level vorking group uJ established in plrt to develop ;he report

. s .

"to the‘(!on.gresa culhd “for by Section S of PL 96-479, its wmore furdlnentll

N\
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g0zl was to put on record this Adminiatration's commitment that mineral snd

materi als {asues would receive thg long overdue nationsl sttention they need.
i

The deep comnitment of Presldent Resgan's Administration became svident even * :

before the.President's report vas relesased. Several Csbinet members end other
v . L] .

Adainistration officials spoke out forcefully on the need to reverse the

. 1 ,
pattern of ,insttention given to long-range minerals and materials availability.

clur‘ly there h been a lack of foresight hvenﬁ to minersls and naterisls

s issues in the interrelsted sress of foreign, nstional security, public lend,

l

“and general domeatic pglicies.

e

> This minerals and materiasls conneqtion was well understood by the
~ .

Comaj ttee on Science and Technology ss you worked to put intd law the purpose
‘and objectives of PL 96~479. The Cabdinet Council therefore d:ld not sttempt
to restudy what hud.been ;tuéied over apd over in the past. Rather, the r_:roup_
focused on the problems in light of past studies and exiating evidence with

’

the ain of raising the fsaue to & nationsl priority.

The country could not afford to await the completion of still move
protracted studies before remedial actions ;ere taken. Secretary Watt thel{ore
-oved directly and forthrightly, within the 1imits of hu legumed authority,
to hcilitnte access to o‘ public lsnds. ‘l‘hh vas done not only to stimulate R

the production of strategic, nuer&uls but more importantly to restore sound

. "
multiple use vhich ia 80 essential to America's economy and which includes

careful sttention to comervntion and environmental pi &ncfp‘ﬁ.

-
. .
*

On March 13, 1981, President Resgan called for the expendfiture of $100
« millon for the first major addition to mfrliututegic stockpiles in over two

decades. $78 million went to purchase cot‘ult , 8 material crit&culA to our

national defense yet seriously short of the\National Defense Stockpile goal.

» v
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Part}ly in response to Section 5(e) of PL 96~419 and paTtly in response
to his own deeply-felt concerns, Secretary Wstt initisted a reorganization
of the Juresu of Mines to isprove its c-paclty to assess internstionsl ¢~
v - - .

ainersls supplies. Be redirected |ever|1 ‘million doll.n to increase

\tfxe level of the Buresu's mining snd metaljurgicsl resen-ch in strategic

. and criticsl minersls. Mineral snd energy resources were placed on an
»-
equsl footing with other resources in Federal lsnd use decisionmaking R

. -
within the Buress of Land Mansgement. In more recent months the Secretary
3 has crested the Minersls Hsnsgement Service, elevsting the former Conservation
Division of the U.S. Geologicsl Survey to an enhsnced Position in the

Department. P .

It is importsnt to note that the President clesrly emphnized‘thn the

actions taken and proposed do n.ot reprelent. the entire solution to our
miners]l snd materisl Pproblems. . hther,'these important initistions are .
the beginning of s reslistic nstionsl approsch towsrd meeting t‘he ob:)ective'-
of the 1980 Act. Pblnwhlle., intensive considerstion by the Cabinet *
Council on Natural Resources and Environment continued® One esrly benefit
of such considerstion was the direction given by the State Department to '
our negotidtors st the‘ Third United Nations Ct\mference ;m the Law of the
Ses. They ver‘e told that the United Ststes would take a much firper .o
{ . Position with respect to assuring U.S. firms access to deep sea nodules

and othér resources than had been contsined in the then-existing draft

of the Law of the Ses Tresty. This determination to assure access to

the aiperal weslth that lies not only benesth our own borders but also

benesth the ocesns of the world wss clearly expressed in President Reagan's

stadtement of Jamary 29, 1982,

\‘1‘ . . 4--
ERIC °. o
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“As smphasizad {n the 1980 Act, the relationship between materisls and
the natfooal security {s fundsmental. In this regsrd, this Admintstration

has consiatestly advocated a S-year axtenston of th; basic Defense Production

Act, which provides the foundstion for meeting many materials needs of our

defense gnd dafeaae-relsted sctivities.
*

- Last yesr.we vere pleased to see that _the Congress extended the
basic sct for one yesr, but we aote thst this legislstion is currently
scheduled to expire sgain oo September 30, 1982. We strongly t‘xrge the
mnesbers of‘:t;il.Conittee to ensure thst the exiiting Defense Production
Act l;o extended for s S-ysar perfod. In these criticsl dsys, it fa
crucial that we send a clsar signal to our own peopl;a. to our sllies, and’to
those who would thresten vorld‘ peace, that t}.re Upite:l States is determined )
to improye our national security posture. d
President Reagen’s incressing concern with the defense posture of this
country motivsted him to es:;bliah the Emergency Hobilization Preparedness
Board on‘ December \7. 1981, 'n:h’hpornnt Board which is ch‘ured by the
Al,;lat,nt to the President for National Security Affn?r.s, c.onllltl of -
reprusntntiven of 23 key Pedersl departments, sgéncies, and executive
officas. The mandate of the ‘group is to develop bverall policy snd s specific
plan of action which will immediately {saprove the nation's prepsredness

. cepsbilities.
. ( . T
. huid%t Reagsn's Nstional Haterul\and Minerals Plsn and Report
which vas gubmitted to the Congresa on Ap‘rll 3, covers the saversl items

L3
already mentionsd, In addition, the raport amphas{zas the Administrstion's
S, . ¥

ilpo;tnnt role in ancour g investment in our basic industries through

the tax benefits provided by Economic Recovery ‘Tax Act of 1981. 4
< .

. \ . >

i
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




‘ 4

Both the Cabinet Council on Natural Resourcsa and Environsent and senior e

officiala of the White House Staff angaged in long and 7-&1 deliberations

on thase mineral issuea. N ’
. \ -
‘

The Adainiatration's efforts to reduce unneceasary and burdensome

ragulations should also be of benefit to induatrial development. In -tlila

\

connection, it ia worth not.}ng that the "Federal Reglater” of 198! contained
64,000 pages--23,000 lesa thét it had in 1980. And in the firat—quarter of,

thia year, the Federal leg_!%{er hl\ en running at the rate of only 55,000

pages per year. ' f.‘ v
4

-~

We believe in the ingenuity of the Azerican free enterprise ayatenm.
It 19 vitally important for government to encoursge the search for, and
development of , doneatic auppliea of minerala needed by the Angncun\econony.
This is fundamental to revitslizing our economy, providing joba and providing

the opportunity for more Americans to enjoy & high standard of living.

In the context of government regulation, we again atresa the vital
m Jmportance of balanced public land policies which recognize the high pote:tiul
that many of our publit lands hold for critical and atrategic minerala, and
vhich acknowledge the fabt that expldération and p¥iduction operations can be

conducted in an environmentally sound way. ’

In your letter; of invitutn;n to appear today, You specifically requeated
our commenta on HR 4281, We recognize fully this Coumittee's paat concern
with t'he Amuon'- uaterials posture. FR 4281 was introduced on July 27, 1981,
prior to many of the actions slready describad in thia ststement and covered
at greater apecificity in Presidant Reagan's National Materials and Minerals

Prograa Plan of April 5, 1982, The thrust of HR 4281 fa tofcreate yet another

government agency known as the Council on Critical Hlterhlu\.

O
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We beliave, vheraver posaibla, the Pedersl Goverament should be

streanlined and simplified. It certainly nsed not snd should not be >
M o
expanded further.

The existing 5 Csbinet Councils and the Emergency Mobilization Planning -
"

loa;-d, plus the regular program reviewa by the office of Management and

Budget, sssiated by the President’a Science Advisor, obvistes the need 4
for the Council proposed by HR 4281. We do no.t need more ’Councul, nore

studies, and more reports, Por these .rg.-uons, ve opp?oe enactment of

this well-intentioned legislation. < . 0

What we do oeed ia action on the fiodings and recommendstions

of earlier studies snd reporta, including those of your committee; the

s fuller invantory of energy and mineral resources on those pubuct
<

lands; strategic atockpiling; and an extension of the Defense Production

Act. We look forward to working with you in implementing these nutnal

gosla. i

.o 4, .

—
O
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Mr. GLickMAN. Thank you for testifying.

We have been joined by Mr. George Brown, the former chairman
of one of the subcommittees, and I know that he will have some
questions of you, too. ) .

I am going to have a number of questigns. I appreciate all of
your testimony. I realize that there has bgen some effort done in

Y the last year and a half to enhance federdl efforts related to criti-
cal materials, although I would have to tell you that, except for the
Department of Defense testimony, much of the testimony today
sounds fairly ideological and selfserving. Also, there is kind of a
tendency I sense in this testimony to prefer the development of do-
mestic lands over the development/of substitutes with no mention
of foreign policy implications andq(relate rns. | am going to
~getdinto these questions, and you , think “#bout what I just
said. .

I would first like to ask another question, and I guess it would be
addressed to Mr. Pendley but anybody else may want to answer.
The 1980 act stated that the Executive Office of the President on

. specific departments should implement the policies and programs
expressed there in. Yet, to a large extent, 1% years after the act’s
passage, many of the programs have not yet been acted on or ana-
lyzed. For example, section 4 of the act calls for the improved col-
lection, analysis and dissemination of materials information. Simi-
larly, sectjon 5 calls for the Secretary of the Interior to improve
analysis, of mineral data in Federal land use decisionmaking How-
ever, the administration’s policy statement calls only for an exami-
nation of minerals data, including its use for Federal land use and
the possible benefit of a minerals information center. I speak of
‘minerals. We talked about materials before. There is a big differ-
ence dbetween a rock and its final use, as Mr. Donnelly so aptly

. stated. )

Why has the administration been so slow to carry out these and
other provisions of the act, and who is going to do these analyses,
and what is the present timetable for that completion?

Mr. PEnDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I think that the administration has
been responsiye. I think this administration, for the first time, has
involved the questions of materials and minerals and energy re-
sources in the land use planning process. In the past, that has not
been the case. For the first time, we do have a deputy director of
the Bureau of Land Management whose sofe responsibility is to
insure that these concerns are plugged into£he land use planning
process that BLM undertakes. .

We do have an opportunity for our geologists and for our mining
engineers to look at these decisions that are being made in BLM
and the recommendations that are being made in BLM and the
conflicting uses that occur with regard to the public lands to insure

.that the public interest, with regard to the develppment of these

important resources, are taken into account. : .
, With, regard to our data analysis capability, we have moved to
strengthen that ability in the Bureau of Mines to insure that this
Nation understands our own.mineral questions, and those of for-
eign mineral resources. We have increased the funding for our data
equipment, and our minerals availability system. Our mass system
is second to nohe in thHe world as far as accumulated knowledge.

’ -
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We have insured that the private sector reporting to that system is
minimized su as not tu be’ 0verl¥] burdensome but at the same time,
our actions hawve insured that the system has the capability to pro-
vrde information to the President and to the Cabinet Council with

ard to minerals policy.

, Mr. Chairman, I think we have moved very aggressively to
implement the intent of the act.
» Mr GrickmaN. To go back to my question, how do you define
minerals versus how do you defind materials? That, I guess, is
where we are coming from in terms of the orgamzatlonal issue.
There is a difference between the rock and its end use. I got the
implication from Mr Donnelly's testimony that DOD—and that is,
I believe, where the heart of our critical resources and materials
issue is—is more concerned about end use. ‘And you and Interior
seém to be concerned only about the rock part of the situation,
which is only a.small part of the larger problem.

So I would ask you, how would you define the difference between
minerals and materials?

Mr. PenpLey. Mr. Chairman—your question is well placed. Be-
cause of the statutory responsibilities that we have the differences
that we have, and we do have that split of concerns. You are right.
The Department of the Interior focuses its attention upon getting
the mineral resources and making them available and insuring
that they can be economically developed. At that point, of course,
the Department of Commerce takes over with regard to some of the
end use applications and to insure some of these other aspects. Cer-
tainly the Department of Defense is a consumer of these products
and the Department of Defense is properly concerned about the
end use application of many of these resources.

I think 1t would be redundant for the Department of the Interior
to spread its focus into these areas, An exception however, is the
Bureau of Mines research and development act1v1t1es in the area of
substitutes.

Mr. GLickMAN. Let me ask you this question for anybody here:
How easy is it to detefinine what is a critical or strategic material?
Who defines that?

Mr. PENbLEY. Mr. Chairman, that has been defined by the Con-
gress in the Strategic and Critical Materials Stockpile Act of 1939,
and the list has been developed by an interagency group in past
years based upon the availability of supply domestically, the avail-
ability of supply from close or friendly sources, and the amount of
supply that comes from foreign interruptible sources. Taking into
account all those factors, a final number is detérmined for the ma-
terials which are needed during a 3-year wartime. That is the defi-
nition we use most.

Mr. GrickmaN. I would like Defense, Mr. Foster, to answer that
question. First of all, how easy is it to determine what is a critical
or strategic material, and how are material requirements for na-
tional security determined now? I think that is key to what we are
trying to deal with. .

Mr. Foster. If we took the two terms, “strategic” and “critical,”
I guess our definition would be that critical is needed for the pro-
;iuctron of weapons systems and strategic as insofar as where thexr
ocation is.
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Mr. GLIckMAN Strategit relates to location?
Mr. Foster. Location, yes.
Mr. GuickMaN. Do you mean location as to where the minerals
might be produced?
Mr. Foster. Where the minerals and the processing facilities
’ would be found. e

Mr..GuickMaN. OK, :

Mr. Pendley talked about this determination is mamuant to
the 1939 Federal law. How do yeu make that determination as to

. what is strategic and critical? Do you rely on some interagency
task force or is that done internally?

Mr. FosTer. That is done as an interagency activity to determine
for the 90-some-odd materials in the critical stockpile.

Mr. GLickMAN. The reason why I asked is that, in the President’s
report, the words “critical,” “‘Strategic” or “essential” and “materi-
als” and “minerals,”’ five terms of art, all seem to be used inter-
changeably. So I want to get some understanding as to what their
definitions are. You define critical and strategic; how about essen-
tial? Is that a term of art, or is that just a subjective term?

Mr. FosTer. I don't have a definition for essential, except for per-
haps survival of the country. )

Mr. GLickMAN. OK. Mr. Wilson or Mr. Marcum, I wonder if you
might respond to any of the questions that I am asking here now”

Mr. WiLson. We define it at the Commerce Department as pri-
mary, secondary, or fabricated materials which are essential to the
industrial base in which we might find ourselves import dependent
on or the processing capabilities have declined. So it is a dynamic
term that it can change in any given situation, That is our defini-
tien of strategic. '

I think essential materials is a little bit redundant in that essen-
tial materials would probably include strategic and critical As you
move up the list to what the particular mineral or material is used
for, obviously it becomes more critical.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Marcum, do you have any comments on any
of these?

Mr. MarcuM. No. I essentially agree with Mr. Wilson. I think

,  this is a dynamic standard. The essential characterization is really

one that is not different from any normal dictionary usage.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Let me go back to the Department of Defense.
What research and development programs for substitution are

. being considered by the Department of Defense?

Please state your name for the record.

. Mr. PErsH. My name is Jerome Persh, staff specialist, materials *
and structures.

We view our composites program as being, first, performance re-
lated, to improve performance in military equipment. But a great
deal of the program, what it is generating could be considered sub-
stitutes. For example, practically every one of our military aircraft
in production now has composites in use. We have displaced alumi-
num and we have displaced titanium by the use of composites.

Now the intent of the program was not to develop substitutes,
but to develop aircraft which would have performance capabilities
that the aircraft using aluminum would not. So that, in a sense, is
a substitute. .
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. . \
In other parts of vur composites program, in metal matrix, we

.dare developing metal matrnix materials which can displace berylli-

am There are several othér examples where the._j.nteg} of the pro-
gram s to improve performance, reduce costs, reliability, and so
on But, as you go along, you find you are displacing critical mate-
rials 1t is placed in'the back of people's minds. And there are some v
things that we cannot develop substitutes for. .
Mr GuickMmaN, Like what? . . v e
«Mr PersH Titanium We are doing work on development of ti-
tanium for seagoing operations. I don’t want -to get into classified -
matters Now, that particular metal has certain attributes which
we have to have Me-are developing for this particular application
the weldability, the fracture toughness, and sp on. We are also de- bl
veloping titanium for aircraft, which is a different alloy of titan- .
ium For that applcation of titanium, we can't develog an alter-
nate in metal matrix. But for the seagoing operation, there is no
substitute. We have got to use that material. )

Mr GrickmMaN Have you developed an R. & D. program plan for
substitution beyond that mentioned in the testimony? I think yoy —
talked about anp $&0 million, as I recall, in"Basic R. & D. .

Mr Persi What Mr. Donnelly spoke of, that was the ongojng”
composites program. ’ , ’

Mr Gurickman OK. What else do you have besides that in terms

of materials sybstitution or.materials research and developmént?
* Mr PersH. Within our rapid solidification program, which is co-
ordinated under COMAT, we have a rapid solidification working
group. Our portion of the program will develop superalloys for gas
turbine applications which, hopefully, will have lower contents of
cobalt, chromium, and so on. But that is in the future.

Mr GrickMaN. Do you have any new initiatives planned for con-
sideration? v ]

Mr Persh. Yes. We very seriously looking at the use of
carbon composites for gas‘turbine applications. We are very seri-

ously looking at 1t. It is a veky difficult research problem.

Mr GuickmaN. For how many years and what kind of dollar
commitment are you talking about? - .

Mr PersH. It is probably a good 7 to 10-year program to do this.
Now, 1If that can be done—the problem here is oxidation, carbon
oxidizes very rapidly in high temperatures—if we can protect the
carbun, we can displace an immense amount of superalloy ‘materi-«
als, very expensive super alloy materials. .0

That is funded at a relatively low level now. But it will build up
over the years as we+see some promise in it. As a matter of fact, .
the Senate Armed Services Committee, In their report on the
authorizing appropriations, added, I believe, $2 million to the de-
fense appropriations just for that program because it promises a
vast savings in critical materials. , .

Mr. GrickmaNn. I would like to ask éither you or Mr. Foster this .
question. Do you find some conflict between the Interior Depart- S
ment's and OSTP’s statement that there will be long-term, high;ﬁﬁ““ ,
risk technology research, that the private sector should have all{
the incentives with the Tax Act to do everything else related to .
your needs for critical and strategic materials? For example, do °
you think, given the current economic. climate, that the private .

’
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sector can do any of this research or, will have the resources to do
it, even defense contractors? * ‘ ‘ '

I guess what worries me is that in fact we have these enormpus |
potential shortages of certaiff key materials and minerals, and if
the commitment on behalf of the administration i8 geared more to-
wards opening up public lands and letting the private sector—if
the marketplace is there find the answers. Wouldn'¢ that be a little
bit contradictory with DOD’s needs to, in a more immediate fash-
ion, develop materials substitutes? .

Mr. FosTER. I think we could say that the Department of Defense
never really totally depended on anybody else for its R. & D, it had,
itS own efforts. If we took a look at where we are now.in aireraft
R. & D.and its results in fighter aircraft, we find that, as Mr. Persh
was saying, we have an AV:8B Harrier J ump Jet that we make for
the Marine Corps which, consists of somewhere around 26 percent
composites by weight.” We have an F-15 which consists of about
almost 15 percent composites by weight—no, that one is less. The
F-18 is about 15 percent composites by weight, #nd F-15 is not quite
15 ‘percent.

hat I;am saying is that we haven’t waited for anyone else; we
have our own R. & D. We should really recognize that the R. & D.
efforts by the Department of Defense is mission related for the im-
provement of weapons systems. In some cases, as you know, our ad-
vantage over other countries is marginal, at best, and we wouldn't
want to sacrifice that capability .for substitutes alone. It has to
remain with the’capability of weapons systems,to perform.

Mr. GLickmaN. OK. But that gets to the basic heart of this bill
that we talked about. That is that, if the Department of Defense

» essentially does its own thing, how does that relate to policy- con-
" flicts with the Cabinet-level ¢ouncil that may have other things or
other issues that it wants to pursue? What is concerning me is that, -
tif the Interior Department wants to, let us say, pursue a minerals
and materials policy, and Mr. Watt is Chairman of the Cabinet-
level Council, it could turn out4o be totally irrelevant- to what you
are doing and you will pursue your own thing. I guéss that is what
bothers me now. L.,

Mr. PersH. Let me try this one. There are certain things that we
have to do. For instance, the private sector will not do research
and development in tank armar, tank treads, gun barrels, ammuni
tion. There is no aivilian use for that. We, cannot depend on any-
body else to do that research and development. That is what is
meant in the stateméht’by missien related R. & D. We do an awful
lot in submarines, ships, ammunition, ordihance, space vehicles.

Mr. GLickmMAN. But that relates to some degree to aerospace.
What you are doing still relates in some degtee to the nondefense
side of the picture; net wholly, but—for example, I fuess the De-
partment éf Commerce talks in their statement about doing a
study.on stes] and resources needs. You were supposed to have
been doing and maybe. you- have been doing a thihg on the aero-

. space industry in the Commerce Department.
Mr. WiLson. We have completed that one, yes.
- Mr. GLickMAN. You have completed it. - ’
. That.has got to relate to what: the Department of Defense does iri
some degree, because building an airplane is building an airplane

1
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\evé.kthough an F-18 méy have slightly different needs than a 767.’

LjustVisited the Boeing plant in Seattle, and I know that there are a
tremendous number of composites going on these new airplanes.
That is a consumer item. Part of that was done by DOD work, part
of i{{ was NASA work, part of it may have been private sector
WOrK. : < 3 ‘

I guess what bothers me through all of this discussion is that if
the heart of Government work now, even with what you said, Mr.
Pendley, is going to be-in the Department of Défense, and you have
a Cabinet-level Council that is supposed to be coordinating “materi-
als policy,” and if DOD continues to essentially do their own ththg,
which I would expect them to do, I ani not sure that what you have
proposed is all goihg to be very effective. ., ° \

Mr. Marcum. Let me try to respond to that, Mr. Chairman. I
think, first of all, we have to recognize there is an essential distinc-
tion between the programs that this administration wants to be in-
creasingly undertaken as a responsibility of the private sector and
those programs which~a¥€ funded to meet critical defense needs.
Some of the-programs that have been described clearly do not fall
under this juncture of the Government feeling that it would be in-
appropriat%to fund nearerterm research and development activi-
ties. !

The areas where we want to shift our emphasis into the longer-
term, potentially high-risk, high-payoff areas, are those areas
which are not the subject of critical defense requirements.

Let me also explain a little something more about the way that
issues are coordinated at the White House. For example, there.
‘would be three different channels by which issues might in fact be
raised to the level of attention of the President. One would be the
Cabipet Council that we have discussed in the testimony today. An-
other, in thé event of an urgent defense need, which required spe-
cial attention or special funding, would be fo proceed through the’
National Security Coungil system. There is a National Security
Council process, Nationél Security Council meetings would be held,
and there'is an entirely different proeedure for proving critical de-
fense needs. Finally, in any case, no agency, of course, .goek off and
does what it wants to do or does its own 4hing. Its budget requests
are approved through the Office of Management and Budget and
‘reviewed within the White House and by other interested parties.

The essence of the plan that we have transmitted to you is that,
for those activities which do not come under thjs special ‘defense
requirements category, we will have a regular goordinating proce-
dure which consists of the-Cabinet Council and, in the research and
development area, the Federal Coordinating Council. Those mecha-
nisms, with the subgroup of the COMAT, will insure the kind of
information exchange, accessed programs and budgets, that I think
you are concerned about. . - .

Now, there is the other channel, though, and that is the essential
thing that I wanteq to point out. .

Mr. GuickMaN. How active hag OSTP, within the Cabinet Coun-
cil been involved in the preparatior of the President's report? How
critical or active a participant has the OSTP been in the develop-
ment of this-report? /v




Mr. MarcuM. We have participated—for example, I am the as-

sistant director of the office and Dr. Keyworth is the director and
the science advisor to the President. One or the other of us has par-
‘ticipated in the Cabinet Council sessions themselves. I have also
participated and members of my staff in some of the preparation of
working group papers, particularly in the research and develop-
ment area.

"Mr. GLIcKMAN. Would you consider that as major participation?

Mr. Marcum. I think given the size and the r%pons1b111t1es of
our-office, I would certainly 60nsxder that to be major and appro-
priate participation.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Before I move to Mr. Brown, I would like to ask
one final question. How is foreign pollcy—not how it relates sub-
stantively, but how logistically—is foreign policy regarding miner-
als and materials developed vis-a-vis the Cabinet Council? Who is
responsihle? Where is that transfer?

N_The International Trade Administration within the.

Department has primary responsibility.

Mr. GLiIcKMAN. Within the Department of Commerce?

Mr. WiLsoN. Within the Department of Commerce, right, special
trade representative. The general philosophical framework is that
we don’t want specialized commodity policies or foreign policies
based on commodities because they have not proved workable in
the past. In the retent policy statement, though, you have seen
where State, Defense and the International Trade Administration
all take light of our particular vulnerability of a particular materi-
al from some country when they are arriviig at trade policies. So
the matter is receiving attention.

Mr. GuickmMaN. But [ am talking about the question of foreign
policy, now. What is the responsxblllty of the Secretary of State in
all of this? How are they involved in transferring, let us say, needs
into foreign policy considerations?

Mr. PenpLEY. Mr. Chairman, the Department of State has been
an active participant and a major participant in the development
of the policy. As you note by some of the statements in the policy
itself,. there are indications about cooperation with foreign coun-
tries, particularly with our European allies, with regard to an un-
derstanding of our Nation's minerals needs and their minerals
needs, the status of the stockpile, cooperation with regard . to re-
search and development activities and others. So the Department
of State is a participant in the Cabinet Council.

I want to clear up what may be a misconception about the Cabi-
net Council. Although the Cabinet Council on Energy and Natural
Resources is limited to some six~members, in fact the Cabinet
Council itself expands to accommodate a broad area of interests. If
all the Cabinet members are interested in a particular topic, .as
they are interested in the matter of strategic materials, they all
participate. It is not a closed-door session; anyone who de51res to
{)artlclpate on a particular issue may partlclpate at the Cabinet
evel in the Cabinet Council. R

Mr. GLiIckMAN. Let me ask you this question: How many times
has the Cabinet Council met?

Mr. PENpLEY. I have no idea, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GLICKMAN. I mean five, two, one, twenty, thirty?

>
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Mr MarcuM It meets with considerable frequency, as a matter
of fact 1 wouldn’t want to hazard a guess as to, within this admin-
istration, as to whether it might be on the order of 20 times. It cer-
tainly met on that order, in othet words, with the frequency of usu-
ally more than one meeting per month.

I think the question you want to ask, of course, is how many
times has it met on this particular issue. That is something that' I
am sure Mr. Pendley might be able to address.

Mr. GrickMaN. Do you know? If you don't, we would like that
provided for the record, if possible. ) .

Mr.  PenpLEY. They had two full Cabinet sessions on this policy
statement. . .

Mr GrickmaN. What kind of staffing is dedicated to the Cabinet
Council in connection with the implementation of this act or in ma-
terials and minerals.refated issues?

Mr Penprey. Mr. Chairman, the Office of Policy Development of
the Winte Tiouse provides staff to—theCabmetCounciis T car't
speak directly to that. It differs with each Cabinet officer. The im-
plethentation of the policy staternent is to be undertaken by each
of the departments that have responsibilities, as we indicated in
the statement. . o

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Brown. ,

Mr. BrowN Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I don’t have td many
questions and I don’t have the extensive involvement in this area
that you do. . . .

I am looking at the President’s report and attmd to. it is At-
tachment B, a list of the national defense stockpile inventory. I

. wonder if you gentlemen could take & look at it. I want to ask you
to help me understand just what the policy is on things like that.
Look at the items in which there is either a shortage with a dollar
value in excess of $1billion, which is a large number, and explain
to me what the situation is with regard to policy on this items.
There are not very many, maybe a half a dozen.

For example, aluminum, we have a situation where there is a

" very small amount of aluminum on hand and we have a'very large
FEMA goal, 700,000 short tons. We are short over $1 billion worth
of aluminum, yet that is the most common element that is availa-
ble I just wonder why we list jt as a billion-dollar shortage when it
could be acquired in the market without too much trouble? IS it a
matter of where we set a target that is unrealistic or what?

. Mr Penprey Mr. Chairman, the question of stockpile policy is a
question for the Federal Emergency Management Agency, as you
know, or FEMA. The stockpile goals are set by the administration s

in an interagency body with participation from the agencies you

see represented here today, as well as others. This group takes into_ -

account the fact that the system is dynamic.and changes occur in

our domestic supply, as well as our smelting; and productive capac- .

ity and our source of supply from foreign sources. Jt is reviewed on

a fairly'constant basis in the face of these changes.

I can't regpond any further than that with regard to the wisdom

of this particular goal, but I can tell you that it has been reviewed

and that the goal that you see there is the present conclusion of

the administration. As I said, however, we are constantly reviewing

the subject. ) . :
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Mr. BRowN. Well, the question that I would have is that if you
would have that goal, and aluminum prices are depressed—and [
am going to ask the same thing about some of these others—
copper, for example. There is a shortage of nearly $2 billion in
copper. Copper is at its lowest price in history almost'at the pres,
ent time. Copper firms are going broke for lack of a market.

[ am asking where the policy is that rational people would follow
'in a circumstance like this? Is sordebody in charge? Why aren’t we
doing something, either changing the goals or using this best avail-
able of all times to meet the goals? -

Mr. PenpLEY. Mr. Chairman, FEMA is engaged in purchasing at
this time. I can’t comment specifically. They have requested in-
gr?ased funding for these purchases. At the same time, the admin-
istration has requested that we dispose of some of these excess ma-
terials and use the funds we receive as a result of those sales to
acquire additional supplies. In addition, we wish to use a bartering
quire additional supplies. ' .

Our effort to dispose of silver, for example, to purchase addition-
al supplies has been delayed somewhat because of an amendment
was attached to the Defense Appropriations Act, and we are now
involved in the study of the silver disposal. At the same time, we
are faced with the fact that the metal prices are low. They are low
for those we want to acquire, as well as those that wé want to sell.
So we do have a problem with regard to the disposal.

. Mr. BRowN. But our national defense is the most important

problem facing this Nation, isn’t it? -

Mr. PenpLEY. I certainly agree with that,.Mr. Chairman. .

Mr.-BRowN. We are not going to let a little thing like a shortag
of money stop us. . , . -

Mr. PeNDLEY. I think that maybe Mt."Domielly might want.t6 re-
spond to that or Mr. Foster. ’.

Mr. MARCUM. Let me take a crack at that, Mr. Brown, if I might.
- I would like to just point out that, first of all, the targets that you
see in there are set by FEMA. After those targets are set, we, as
pointed out, as a matter of fact, in this new program plan, will
make purchase decisions based on a 5-year planning cycle which
has to take into account overall budgetary ceilings and our other
essential priority which is economie recovery.

In the fiscal year 1982 budget, as I mentioned in my own testime-
ny, the President requested $106 million in additional money for
stockpile purchases. That is currently limited by resolution, the
budgetary resolution, to $57.6 million. We have several different
constraints that have to be satisfied. :

I think that this is a dynamic process. These represent desirable
targets, but they are not targets which are set and expected to be
achieved independently without balancing other or overall budg-
gtary objectives and priorities.

Mr. Brown. Well, as I say, I am not sophisticated in this. [ am
trying to understand the relationship that all of this has to a na-

" tional material policy. If I can’t elicit from you gentlemen who are
su;;ﬁbsed to be the most conversant with it a rational explanation
of these things," I am ‘going to assume that we really don’t have a
- very well coordinated or rational materials policy. ' M

-
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I am just picking on the big ticket items here in excess of $1 bil-
lion. Of course, all of these targets could be met over a reasonable
period of time by—as I read the bottom -line here, we have an
excess of over $5 billion worth of materials in the stockpile in ma-
terials that are above what we have apparently decided is meces-
sary. Why don’t we sell the $5 billion and buysome of the things
that we are short of?

Mr. PenNDLEY. Mr. Chaimman, we-ape trying to do that. The ad-
ministration came forward and spught an authorizatfon to dispose
of the silver and the tin. The $2.1 milli§n at the time was made up
of the silver. We sought that duthority\and we received that au-
thority. Then, in the Defense Appropridtion Act, an amendment
w?s attached that prevented us from cpntinuing to dispose of
silver. -

Mr. BrRown. That is because of the concern of certain Members
of Congress over the stability of the price of ilver.

Mr. Brown. Has that anything to do with t
ation?

Mr. PEnDLEY. | have no idea, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Brown. Looking at one of these in particular where I have
had some experience over the years whére we need a little R. & D.
help in this country to improve our defense posture, that is the
rubber sitiiation. We are short over $1 billion in rubber from the
targets. There is no shortage of rubber; it is-just that we depend on
a long supply line. One of the alternatives that we tried in World
War II is developing a domesti¢ rubber supply.

Are any of you able to speak as to what is happening in rubber
right, now? ,

Mr. WiLson. I know the Department of Agriculture is working
- on guayule as a potential substitute for that, but I am not sure of

the status.

Mr. Brown. Do you know whether the Defense Department is
seeking to establish a purchasing program for guayule rubber?

Mr. WiLson. No, I don’t. . o

Mr. BRown. Do any of you know? ° ) .

Mr. FosTerR. The Department of Defense has a guayule program
that it is looking at which has been recommended by the Joint Lo-

gistics Gommanders. We are examining that right now. We had a
_~ proposal from FEMA to OMB which was'denied recently.’

B Mr. BrowN. That was a $200 million grant program_to acquire
guayule stockpile? .

Mr. FosTER. It was for domestic natural rubber capability.

Mr. BRowN. There is a considerable amount of development
work that, has to be done on guayule. Anyone who is familiar with
guayule is well aware of that. I am jist wondering—we don't Rave
any guayule experts on this panel, I guess. .-

Another matter of personal interest—we will move off this sub-
ject since I am not getting much help, anyway—I have been con-
cerhed about the possibility for a number of years of recycling. I
am reminded of an old article that Glen Seaborg wrote years ago
called “The Recycled Society,”’ or something like that, in which he
suggested certain methodologies which would be used to identify
that materials that went into things so that they could be more

. unker-Hunt situ-
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. easily recycled and he developed this at some length. But the es-
sential point is that we waste too much stuff in this society. The

lot of this. -
. Are any ~of you aware, in connectlon with research on material
. *policy, as to whether or not efforts are being made to engage inyre-
search and development of processes which could lead to the great-
er recyclin'g of some of these scarce nraterials?
Mr. WiLsoN. The National Bureau of Standards at the Commerce
g Department is working with the American Society of Metals on '
workshops_later on in the year fo look at reprocessing, conserva-
tion and fecycling. The workshops will be held on-two different’
“levels, the managerial level and the technical level. They are to be
" used basxcally as information gathering and dissemination to show
businesses why.it is more, profitable to invest in recylcling than
| perhaps some her method. So that research and those types of in-

military.and the Federal Government is one of those that wastes a

formation exchanges are being planned.

Mr. BRowN. Mr. Chairman, I have n% furthér questions.

Mr. GuickMaN. I would like to follow up a little bit on what Mr.
Brown said. Fam going to read you something, and then I am going
to refer it to a specific issue for your comments.

~ Several policy areas appear to have been given major attentlon
in the President's Report” —talking about the report that you sub-
mitted—"“mineral development on Federal lands, deregulatidn,
Cabinét Council policymaking, toordination, and administration
economic policy. Yet, these policy areas were given relatively little
attention in the guldelxnes offered by the Act: land policy,-sections
3(7) -and 5(eX3); deregulation; section 4(8); and Cabinet Council co-
ordination, section 5a)1XD). Thus, the report may seem to be, to
some extent, #is a vehicle for promoting current administrafion

of the act. This view may be supported by the number of areas of
concern that were raised by the act, but essentially ignored in the
report:’ scientific and technical engineering manpower needs, espe-
cially for research and development and critical materials areas;
the need for long-range assessments of minerals and rhaterials
needs and requirements, preferably for 5, 10, 25 years; the need for
ncgeasmg mining and metallurgical research capabilities by the
Buredau of Mines; the need for greater attenfion to resource re-
_covery, recycling, and waste materials disposal; and the need for an
early warnmg system for materials_supply and aVallabllxty prob-
,. lems”
Comments?
Mr. PenpLEy. Mr. Chairman, I disagree. As I said in my state-
ment in the summary of actions that we have undertaken, you
. can’t do anything with regard to minerals policy unless you insure
the availability of highly mineralized Federal lands, and the devel-
opment of the mineral resources on those lands Just as we found
out at the time of the energy crisis, America is not energy poor;
America is energy rich. America has domestic sources of minerals.
And when those resources are economically viable and when the
Government 18 not.obstreperous in its attitude toward that develop—
* ment, then that development will take place and those materials -

.
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policy issues rather than a tomplete response 'to the requirements
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and minerals will be available for the American people. That is
why we moved aggressively.

I think that the indication of the 1980 act and its restatement of
the 1970 act directs the administration to do just that, and we
have -We have increased our long-range data-collection capability.
We have improved the system in the Bureau of Mines. We have
asked for increased funding for Bureau of Mines research, includ-
ingy their recycling and substitution efforts. We are developing in
the Bureau of Mines the capability for an early warning system to
determme what eventualities may cause dislocations and lack of

su

go I think the statement is incorrect. I think we have been re-
sponsive, and we are moving ahead to remedy the problems that
the act foresaw.

Mr. GLickMAN. Well, 'let me tell you what concerns me. First of
all, you talked almost exclusively about minerals until the ‘end. I

guess what concerns me 1s this. If we have a policy that is devoted
exclusively to opening up fhe public lands and mining cobalt in
Yellowstone National Park——

Mr. PenpLEy. Mr. Chairman, | object. Mr. Chairman, the Secre- .

tary hds said time and time again there will be no mining in the
parks, there will be no timber cutting in the parks. The law forbids

ity Mr Chairman. [ think this is the type of thing that has unfairly

characterized the Department of Interior's activities. We will not
mine in the park, Mr. Chatrman.

Mr. GucxMAN All right. You can object all you want to, but I
ami still.going to raise my question. ,

My question is. If the policy is geared towards mining, whether it

be in parks or whether it be in areas of the country that might
havg been generally deemed to be pristine until this time, or if the
policy is geared towards reviewing lead standards under OSHA or
asbestos standards which is contained as a potential policy in the
addendum to the President’s report—you have OSHA lead stand-
_ards, regulations, need for reform, means of abatement very costly,
review to focus on <ost effective approaches, OSHA asbestos stand-
ards, reviewing scientific evidence on asbestos under review—when
are you going to deal with the major concerns of materials policy?

I guess what concerns me is if this is the way that we are going
to achieve critical .materials mdependence as opposed to pursuing
substitution and R. & D. and some of the “more long-tegm and dif-
ficult” type of ways of achieving it, then I am not sure that strat-
egy is going to be agreed to by a majority of the people in this
country.

On the other hand, [ fully realize that some of the regulations on
deep seabed mining and some critical issues need to be reviewed.
But I guess what my point is is that if the Cabinet-level Council in
pursuing this problem is going to neglect critical areas in order to
eliminate lead standards or asbestos standards and is going to mine
America and neglect materials substitution—we have a problem.
The issue we are facing is materials and their use. That is what we
ar€ talking about. We are talking about building airplanes and
building bombs and building tanks and building cars, and not
rocks, so to speak. If we pursue only these other matters we don’t
end up with any materials policy. I guess that is the point I make.

F o
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Mr. Wilson, did you have a comment there?

Mr. WiLsoN. Mr. Chairman, it is not a mining policy. The state-
ment contained, in addition to land availability, sections on re-
search and development, minerals data collection and stockpile
policy. It is very comprehensive. So | take issue with you on that.

I would argue in what you said a moment ago about this policy
statement being a foundation for other administration policies. The
materials and minerals problem is a subset of the national econo-
my. And some of the things that we have done, including the accel-
erated cost recovery system, the tax credit, the general economic
recovery program {gat we have put in place, goes to the very heart
of changing the structural causes of this problem. So I believe it is
a very comprehensive statement. I don’t beliew® it is a springboard
for other policies. But it is included within other national policies.
{t is a national problem and is part of the national economic prob-
em.

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Marcum;s do you have any comments?

Mr. MarcuM. Yes. I would like to, first of all, say, Mr. Chairman,

I have to excuse myself in just a few minutes. So let me make this
"comment, and if there are any other specific questions of me, I
would be happy to answer them before I have to leave.

I agree completely that thisis a comprehensive policy. I think
the way you were characterizing it represents a very selective read-
ing of it. I fact, there is a very considerable emphasis in this pro-
gram plan on research and development, on materials substitution
and on rapid solidification technology. This administration,
through the Department of Defense, through the Department of
Commerce, and the Department of Interior, has conducted a
number of workshops in egch of these areas, with considerable em-
phasis in our budgetary allocations in these areas, and you will see
in the upcoming activities of the Federal Coordinating Council and
the COMAT a very vigorous examination of existing Government
programs to insure that there is proper emphasis on research and
development of a character which might solve some of the prob-
lems that you mentioned; that is, longer-term research which
really is fuhdamental to solving some of these problems.

Mr. GLickMAN. You are not going to ignore things such as Mr.
Brown talked about in terms of recycling and those kinds of issues?
I guess what concerned me as I read this report. is some of the
things which you have just stated were part of policy were really’
not explicit in the report itself. ’

Mr. MAarcuMm. Well, it is certainly our intention to make them
very explicit in the implementation—— N

Mr. GLICKMAN. And to be high priority. .

Mr. MArcuM. That is right. : .

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Brown?

Mr. BRowN. As long as Mr. Marcum is taking responsibility for
all the R. & D.—we have had a native rubber R. & D. bill on the
books for several years. This Administration has proposed reducing
the funding for it. Yet, we are short over $1 billion worth of natu-
ral rubber highly necessary for defense purposes, aircraft tires,
that sort of thing, in the inventory.

It doesn’t sell with me to say you have an aggressive R. & D. pro-
gram when you are not even following the authorizing legislation

: b
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and requesting money to carry on a program in an area vital. to
national defense. Believe me, 1 am serious about this.

Mr GLICKMAN Let me ask you this one question because I know
you have to leave, and I think it is more relevant for you than any-
body else. Congress, both in the 1980 act as well as H.R. 4281; con-
tinues to endorse the concept laid down by virtually every study
commission during the past 30 years that national materials policy
should be coordinated through the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent. Nonetheless, the administration continues to prefer that such
coordination take place through the Cabinet Council on Natural
Resources and Environment.

What do you see as the major objections to carrying out such co-
ordination within the Executive Office, and what do you see as the
major benefits in the use of the Cabinet Council?

Mr. Marcum. First of all, let me say that there are two organs
within the Executive Office of the President that will be carrying
out a review of materals and minerals policy questions. One-is-the =
Federal Coordinating Council on Science and Engineering Technol-
ogy. and its subsidiary group, COMAT, which I mentioned, that is
chaired by the science advisor to the President, that is housed .
within the Executive Office of the President and will be used as thee
pruncipal vehicle for review of certain development programs.

The real utility within the Cabinet Council, which, incidentally,
is also within the Executive Office’in the sense that it is chaired by
the President and chaired in his absence by the Secretary of the
Interior or by other Cabinet officers, is that it provides a standing
mechanism to resolve those policy issues which cannot be readil
resolved through the interagency coordinating process that woul%i,
be available in the normal budgetary review or FCCSET/COMAT
sort of review-that we do have. S¢ I think the existence of both of
these mechanisms provides and opportunity for day-to-day coordi-
nation, oversight, research and development direction and for Cabi-
net level and presidential attention to those policy issues which re-
quire that level of attention and consideration.

Mr. GLickman. OK. But you state that H.R. 4281, Mr. Fuqua’s
bill, would cause inefficiency and delay in materials policy and co-
ordination—or at least I think that was implied. Maybe I am put-
ting words in your mouth. . ‘.

But the current policy came to us about 6 months late. I guess
what I am concerned about, and you can respond to me, is how
could the Cabinet Council be more inefficient than the current bu-
reaucracy? . ~

Mr. Marcum. I think the question is: How can it be more effi-
cient than the current bureaucracy? First of all, the Cabinet Coun- ¢
cil, of course, is not part of the bureaucracy; it is in fact a constitu-
ent group of presidential appointees who head the various depart-
ments and agencies which are members. Its function, again, is to
resolve issues which require interagency arbitration or presidential
consideration. i

Our. report—you mentioned repeatedly that it is 6 months late.
Our report, in our,view, is a prompt report. It is the result of a
very extensive and comprehensive review within this Government,,

- I certainly second Mr. Pendley’s comment that it is a very funda-
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mental and important review that has not been accomplished in
several previous administrations.

Mr. GuickMAN. A final question for you: Your statement notes
consideration of more cost .effective approaches for mine safety,
noise standards, et cetera. Could you elaborate on what you mean
by more cost effective?

What concerns me is the OSHA standards and the need for

<eform reviewing scientific evidence on asbestos. Are Jou contem~
plating eliminating the asbestos standards?

Mr. Marcum. No. But, again, I would not want to prejudice the
outcome of the reviews that are mentioned in the;rg,_l think the
cost effectiveness is a very desirable goal and it implies a proper
balancing of economic and other societal complications of regula-

tory procedures. :
Mr. GLickmAN. OK.
Mr. S ansk Juestions
Mr. Brown, do you have any additional questions? <

Mr. BrowN. No, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GuickmaN. OK.

There may be questions from members who were not here, so we
may have additional questions for you. There may be some specific
questions for DOD, particularly on some of it, to the extent that it
is not classified, on &me of the specific material. We appreciate
your testimony, and if additional questions come in, we would as
you to respond to them. N

Mr. PenpLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We will be responsive.

Mr. GLickMAN. Our next panel of witnesses is Mr. Stanley Mar-
golin, Federation of Materials Societies—I think you are agcompa-
nied by some folks and they may sit with you at the table, if you
-wish, Mr. Emanuel Horowitz, Mr. Michael Deutch and Mr. Nathan .

. Promisel. In addition, we have Hope M. Babcock, deputy counsel,
National Audubon Society. Formerly, I believe, you were Deputy
Assistant Secretary for Energy and Minerals at the Department of
the Interior, during 1977 and 19%9. .

Mr. Margolin, why don't you proceed first. The entire statement
of all of the witnesses will be printed in the record in their entire-
ty, so you may feel free to summarize.

‘.
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STATEMENTS OF STANLEY V. MARGOLIN, FEDERATION OF MA.
TERIALS SOCIETIES, ACCOMPANIED BY EMMANUEL HORO- ~
WITZ. VICE PRESIDENT, FEDERATION .OF MAYERIALS SOCI-
ETIES; AND HOPE M. BABCOCK, DEPUTY COUNSEL, NATIONAL'.®
AUDUBON SOCIETY - | J

Mr. MarcGoLiN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Stanley
V. Margolin, immediate past president of the Federation of Materi-
als Societies and Chairman of the FMS Government Liaisonr Corhi-
mittee. Accompanying me is Emanuel Horowitz, first vice president
of the Federation. Unfortunately, Michael Deutch and Nathan Pro-
misel, who were participants in the preparation of this statement,
could not be here today. ) .
FMS 1s a consortium of 14 technical societies whose members
- represent nearly 750,000 professionals with materials expertise
——— —fromindustry; academia; government-and-private eonsulting. — — —

Our remarks today reflect views developed at a colloquium on
“The National Policy Agenda for Strategic Minerals and Materi-
als” sponsored by the FMS and the National Society of Professional
Engineers on February 2 in this tity this year. The colloquium
brought together materials professionals from the FMS constituent
societies, Members of Congress and their staffs, Executive Branch
personnel, industry and academia. ’

We commend the subcommittees for holding.these hearings on ‘
national matetrials policy FMS is proud to have participated in de- |
velopment of the National Materials and Minerals Policy, Research ‘
and Development Act of 1980, and stands ready to assist in the im-
plementation of materials and minerals policy. Without passing |
judgment on the President’s April 5 message to Congress, we note |
that this is the first administration in 30 years to issue a key state- |
ment on the importance of materials to the economy and security
of the United States. We are reviewing the President’'s statement

and will be discussing this subject at the FMS conference on Strat- ‘
\

ve

egies for Coping with Critical Issues Related to Engineering Mate-
rials and Minerals to be held at Harpers Ferry, W. Va,, 1n July.
Your staff will be participating in this conference, and they and we
will keep you informed of the outcome.

Major issues which arose out of the February 2 colloquium and
will form the basis for the Harpers Ferry conference include the

following: "
One, materials are a vital national problem with implications for
. defense preparedness and retardation of economic recovery and o
growth. .

Two, the materials problem contains financial, structural and in-
stitutional components which thre materials industry cannot resolve
by itself. This is evidenced by the migration of our basic industries
overseas. Our steel thdustry is declining. Our ferrochrome industry
is declining. We are exporting *copper ore for foreign processing.
These are hemorrhages which are not being stemmed. .

Three, in defense considerations, increasing complexity of mili-
tary weapons. leads to greater dependency on sophisticated materi-
als. In some of these critical materials, we already have entered
into excessive and risky dependence on interruptable foreign

By
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sources. Because of the qncertaxfxty of future demand, there is no
economic incentive for domestic companies to invest in new facili-
ties to produce and Frocess these materials. A prime example is the

titanium capacity of this country.
Four, because of early initiatives.in certain technologies and
-heavy investment in processes and equipment, U.S. industry is

locked in a mode that requires updating to increase product1v1ty
Forejgn competition has the advantage in this context.

Five, there are cooperative arrangements between government
and industry abroad—particularly in Japan, but also in Germany,
France and Great Britain—which enhance the economics, produc-
tmty and competitive effectiveness of foreign industry. That kind
‘of industry/ Sovernment relationship—which does not currently
exist in the United States—may require some parallel if U.S indus-
try is to remain competitive both at home and abroad.

Six, the United States must emphasize the development of ad-
vanced high technology materials with improved performance char-

acteristics to satisfy the demands of high technology industries
such as energy, transportation and communication.

Seven, the totality of our foreign policy must be sensitive to our
dependence on countries, friendly and unfriendly, stable and unsta-
ble, for so much of our materials and minerals needs. International
trade agreements, the Law of the Sea Treaty, import and export
policy, technical specifications, technology transfer—these and
many other consideratibns are vital, interacting factors that affect
the availability of our needed materials and minerals. Many of
these factors must be more fully recognized by government ofﬁcmls
who exercise control over them.

Eight, there is a need to assess the adequacy of the list of identi-
fied materials for storage in the stockpile to make certain that they
meet current and future needs. The ‘quality,.quantity and form of
the materials in the stockpile must meet specification requirements
whichenable them to be utilized on a timely basis as needed.

Nine the United States must evaluate its materigls processing
capacity and capability to determine whether it is adeqya@“fb\
converting materials—including those in the stockplle—mto prod
ucts required for national defense needs.

Ten, the United States must develop a better understanding and
data base for current and future requirements for science and engi-
neering graduates to meet increasingly complex industrial and de-
fense needs.

Eleven, there is concern that the Nation may not be producm%
an adequate supply of technologxsts vocationally trained personne
and support people to operate the equipment and facilities required
by*industry.

Twelve, the United States must greatly expand constructive rela-
tionships between academia and industry.

Thirteen, problems related to the role of the materials life cycle
in the field of energy need to be redefined in light of changes in
technology and the economy”

Fourteen, because of bureaucratic vagueness, the existing legisla-
tion relating to materials has not been implemented. Government

activities in the materials arena must be better defined and coordi- |

) nated.
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In conclusion, the United States needs a more coherent, compre-
hensive, definitive materials and minerals policy, and a plan and
program with appropriate priority and means to achieve this
policy. The February 2:colloquium on which this statement is based
clearly raised these needs and the necessity for technical input into
government regulatory decisionmaking. The Federation of Materi-
als Societies stands ready to assist in this important task.

With my statement is a list of the societies who are mem of
the Federation. . ~
Mr. GuickMAN. Thank‘you, Mr. Margolin, for an excellent state-

ment. .
[The prepargd statement of Mr. Margolin follows:]

™~




STATEMENT OF THE
FEDERATION OF MATERIALS SOCIETIES
ON NATIONAL MATERIALS POLICY .
before the -
Subcommuittee on Science, ReBearch and Technology . .
and the
Subcommittee on Transportation, Aviation and Materials

[ April 20, 1982

Chau'r?zn Walgren, Chairman Glickman, members of the Suxbcommlttees,
lam Stanley V. Margolin, ymmediate Past President of the Federauo_n of

Materials Societies and Chairman of the FMS Government Liaison Committee.

Accompanying ;ne are Emmanuel Horowitz, first vice president of EMS, and
Michael Deutch and Nathan Promisel, members of the 'MS steering committee
whlg:h prepared this statement. FMS is a consortium of fourteen technical
esocxeh:l whose members represent nearly 750,000 professionals w1t}-1
materials expertise from industry, academia, government and private
consulting. - .

Our remarks today reflect views developed at a colloquium on "The
National Policy Agenda for Strategic Minerals and Materials" s};onsored‘lff '
the FMS and the National Society of Professional Engineens on February 2
of this year. SThe culloquium brought together materials professionals from

-
the\FMS constituent societies, members of Congress and their staffs,

Executi™ Branch personnel, industry and academua,

National Materials and Minerals Policy, Researchffand Development Act of

1980, and stands ready to assist in the implemenfition of materials and

. é
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manerals policy Without passing judgment on the President's April 5 l
message to Congress, we note that this is the first Admimstration 1n |
thirty years to 1ssue a key statement on the unportance of materials to |
the economy and securfty of the Upited States. We ane reviewing the 3 . ,vJ

’
President's statement and will be discussing this subject at the FMS
LN

v

-

conference on nstrau_:gxel for Coping with Critical llsgel Related to Engieering \J
Materials and Minersls" to besheld at Harper's Ferry, West Virgwnia, in July, ‘

* Your staff will be participating in this conference, and they and we will keep

you informed of the outcome.

it

- Majoraissucs which-aroseuut of the February2coll

v

form the basis for the Harper'sFerry conference include the following:

’

v
- - .

. SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM ’ : |

1. Materials are a vital national problesi, wath 1n?phcaﬁon‘. for defense

v

preparédness and rétardation of economic, recovery and growth,
b . . .
. . - . n

s, N .

L
[N

2. The materials px:oblem contains financial, structural and institutional

|
\
|
componénts which the materials industry cannot resolve by itself. Yo X

PR ! .
oo , This 1s evidenced by the migration of our basic industries overseas. ~ "
, Odr lte'el_mduntry'.‘r; declining. Our fe_rrochromﬁ\mdultry 15 de’clming. o )
° We are exp::rtmg copper ore for foreign pr;ce;lx?.g.. ‘Il—l;:le:re " - . »
fo - «hemorrhages which are no‘tybé.ing stemmed. ' S
) 3. Indefense con,ide?ahonl, increasing c::mplcxi.ty of military weapons
o~ l&- to greater dependency on sophisticated materials. In some
\ -
¢ . . * ) "
- Y .
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ot %the“ p!lti;:.) nhtqruls “we already have entered mto excesswe ‘

'\‘ )

uxﬂ vuky depondmce on S,nterruptzble forexgn sources, Because )

' oI éxc uncézhi.nty of fumre demand, there 1s nb économic 1nc entxw

2

(ar dcnietbc compames to fnvest in new facilities to produce and .

v ' ~ v

. proceu‘t.hne mucruh 1& Jgrime example is the titanium capacity

. of this cquntryo' . : : .
Y S . L4 .

LU 4 b .
P . uk . B .y

FOREXGN qomm'i‘m ADVAN':.:AGES .
d,‘ A ! l, v

-}\. Becd.mo of earlx-fmhauvep incertajn technologxel and heav-y

.
mvestment-ln processdi ?nd equipment, U.S, industry is locked

N
¢

Y.a Kmpda Qut requ&rm updatmg to mcrease producnvxty Foreign

AR compeﬁhqzr hap the ;(dvantage in this context.

RN n‘- R . . .

S. Thuxe are coo‘peratxve arrangement: between government and .

ol indﬂ:t;y abroad - particularly in Japan but also in Germahy, "

s

e -F:;nce and &rett Brﬂzm -- which ex‘htnce the economics, g

e

M _\" proﬁuéhvity and compeutive etiechveneu of Xore;gn mdustry. N

Al Al

“1 That Iuné 9£ induétry/gove rament relahonshxp -- which does not -
”. e . “

‘. cwrent.ly exist m the United States -- may require some para).lel T

= o 2 U.§, .lndu;tz‘y 18 to remain compehhve both at home and abrohd

: ' . “ “r . ” Lo
; 6. The U.S. must emphgsize the development of advanced h'igh bechnol"ogy ' R

P o

haracteristics to.satisfy the .

miterials,thh xmproved performan

demands of hxgh teghnology industries such™as energy, txansportation, ‘

and commumcatxon. . ¢




FOREI™® POLICY CONSIDERATIONS ’

7. The totality of our foreign policy must be sensitive to our dependence o

on countries friendly and unfriendly, stable and unstable, for so much
of wur materials and,mmerals nee'ds. lnteArnatmnal frade agreements, 4
the Law of the Sea treaty, import and export policy, techmca;
specifications, technology transfer -- these and maay other consid-
erations are vital, interactingfactors that affect the availability of.
our needed materials and mperals. Many of these factc:rs must N
be more fully recogmzed by government officials whos€xercise
control over them. -
STOCKPILE ISSUES - A
8. There 13 & need to assess the adequacy of the list of 1dentified
materials for storage 1n the stockpile to make certain that they
meet current and future needs. Thefulity, Quantity and form
of the materials in the stoc-kpile must meet specification ‘require- -
‘ !l:lenu which enable them to be utilized on a tamely basis as needed.

v

’

9. The U.S. must evaluate its materials processing capacity and
capability to determine whether it 1s adequate for converting
materials -- including those in the stockpile -- into the pProducts «

required for national defense needs.

.

EDUCATION AND MANPOWER

10. The U.S. must develop a better understanding and data base for s
L]

+

» o
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current and future requremants for science and enginpering
—_—— p

: ~ - e

graduates to meet increasingly complex industrial apd defense needs.

. There 18 concern that the nation may not be producing an adequate
supply of technologists, vocationally trained personnel, and
support people to operate the equipment and facilities required

by industry.

>

12.

The U.S. must greatly expand constructive relationships between ‘

academfa and industry.

ENERGY

-

13. Problems related to the role of the materials life cycle in the
~

field of energy need to be redefined in light of changes in technology

. and the economy.

INSTITUTIONA L CONSTRAINTS

14. Because of Bureaucratic vagueness, the exasting legislation relating
to materials has not been implemented, Government activities in

/\(/ the materils arena must be better defined and coordinated.

, CONCLUSION

The United States needs a mx: coherent, comprehensive, definitive
materials and minerals policy, and a plan and program with appropriate

priority and means to achieve this policy. The February 2 €olloguium,

13
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. .on which this statement is based, clearly raised these needs «nd the

necessity for technical input into government regulatory decinon-‘akx‘ng.

The Federation of Materials Societies stands ready to assistin this

unportant task. )

The members of FMS are. [N

American Association of Crystal Growth . .

v ) .
American Ceramic Socjety

p R

American Chemical Society | .

R American Institute of Chemical Engineers

American Institute of Mimang, Mehllurgica})x Petroleurn Engineers

Americap Society of Mechanical Engineers . . -
Amenczﬁ@iety for Metals

AY
AAencan Society for Testing and Materials

Thé Electrochemical Society, Inc.

/
\ In‘ftltute of Flectrical k Electronic Engineers
= b

National Association of Corrosion Engineers
“
Society of Manufacturing Engineers

Society of Plastics Engineers

o
Electric Power Research Institute {Observer Society) .

El{llC , . ,

KR~ oo Eric . -~ , N




STANLEY V. MARGOLIN .

Mr. Margolin is a senior staff mesber of Arthur D. Little, Inc. He , |
received a 3.5. in Chemical Engineering and a M.S. in Chemical Engineering |
- Practice from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. |
v
. Mr. Margolin vas dssociated for three years with E.I. duPont de Nemours
v & Co., Inc. vhere he did process design work dealing with the design,
procurgseat, sad construction of chemical plaats.
Mr. Margolin becaae a meaber of the professional staff of Arthur D. Little A
. ; is 1953 and since that time his work has cbvered a wide range of cheaical
engineering, process naatallurgy, technical, econcmic snd environzental ‘
studies. A=mong his activities for Arthur D. Little are process development
studies involving zetals and ainerals, fuels, process engineering, engineering
studies involving cheaicala netals and minerals, building materials, and
energy. He has bee¢n active in analyses of regional areas for the exploitation
of minerals, both metallic and non-netallic, as applied to basic industrfes. ‘
He hy been active in siting studies for various types of basic operations. ~ |
Mr. Margolin's participation in economic and technicsl evaluations undertahen 1
for client cozpanies has resulted in pany successful avenues of industrial |
diversification. Ris leadership on research and development programs hss led |
to process and production innovations which have been patented.
Hr. Margolin has bean associsted with the energy industry snd in particular *
s0oiid fuel processing and devalopment of technology. He was responsible
for the development snd construction of processes for the production of
saokeless fuels from lignite and wood sources. He wss responsible for.
progran of development work on the Athabdscs tar sands. More ncem:.l‘gv'r
has bean active ia conducting studies on the conversion of coal tc vlrious
products including gss, l1iquid, snd solid.

Ba has been active in sir pollution control and stream pollution abstexent,
and the recovary of vsluable naterials from waste effluents. He has - B
coordinated snd led a great number of studies for the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency on economic impact, including the snalysis of air
stsndards on the nonferrous iadustry, and the analyses of impact of water
standards on the nonferrous industry, asbestos, and nining industries,
Be was project zanager of the large Anerican Iron and Steel Institute
study, "Steal and the Enviromaent - A Cost Impact Anslysis.” He vas
resonsible for a large study dealing wvith the value of research done in
the areas of heslth effects of air pollution and another study dealing
|
|

vith the implications of resekrch and legislation .on air pollution control. e
Ha has been responsidle for najor environmental impact studies of both
. steel mill expansions and U.S. Steel's proposed new steel nill at Coaneaut,
Ohio. He has been active in studies dealing with future researc and
. »
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STANLEY V. MARGOLIN (Continued) ) ‘

development in the steel industry and assessaent of diffusion of steel
zechnology in the industry.

A Registered Professional Engineer in Massachusetts, Mr. Masrgolin is a
member of the Azerican Institute of Mining, Metallurgical and Petroleum .
Engineers, the Anmerican Mining Congress, American Iron and Steel
Institute, National Coal”association, National Association of Manufacturers
Environment Comittee, and the Environment Cocmittee of the Business
Industry Advisory Comuittee to OECD. He is also a Fellow of the Acerican
Institute of Chemists and the Azmerican Institute of Chemical Engineers.
He is irmediate Past President of the International Briquetting Association .
and is also i=mediate Past President of the Fedejation of Materials Societies.
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. Mr. GuickMAN. Ms. Babcock, why don’t you proceed.

Ms. Bascock. Thank you, Mr. Chajrman.

I would like to take advantage oﬂg’our offer to put my testi-
mony in the record, and I have prepared a summary whic 1d
like to give now.

I appreciate this opportunity to discuss with you today National
Audubon Sctiety’s concerns about public lands protection and min-
eral develapment activities. I would also like to discuss recent legis-
lative proposals that affect that issue, including H.R. 4281 and the
administration’s April 5, 1982, National Materials and Minerals
Program Plan and Report to Congress. As you will see, ours is a
slightly different perspective on the problem.

An organization of nearly half a million members, the National
Audubon Society has become increasingly involved in the issues
surrounding U.S. strategic mineral supplies. Our growing concern
stems from the fact that the strategic mineral supply has become a
factorﬁ.}m the debate over protection of our public lands. As an ex-
presslen of this concern, National Audubon joined with six other
national conservation'organizations to prepare a report on strategic -
minerals 1ssues and public land policy which we released last Octo-
ber. I would like to ask, with your permission, that the executive
summary of that report, which is approximately 11 pages, be_in-
cluded in the record at this hearing. :

Mr. GuickMAN. Without objection, it will be included.

Ms. BaBcack Thank you.

{The summary follows:} '
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— _._Introduction and Summary

. [

Over the last few years the subject,of strategic
minerals has increasingly become an issue of national
debate. We have heard forceful rhetoric about
a "minerals crisis® and the implied need to open
virtually all public lands, including wilderness areas,
for development. Our organizations:

Envirommental Policy Center

Friends of the Earth

National Audubon Society

National Wildlife Federation

Natural Resources Defense Council

Sierra Club ’ ’
' The Wilderness Society

believe strategic minerals to be an important national
issue. We have been concerned about the tenor of the
debate, and this briefing book represents our analysis of«
critical aspects of the strategic minerals issue.

Strategic minerals policy has two components which
are of long-term national consequence:

¢ mational security .
e public land use and resource policy

We have tried to clarify the national interast in both of
Jhese areas.as they relate to strategic minerals poligy.

To accomplish this, we addressed a numbey of issues
which we believe are the focus of public concern: :

-- the extent ahd significance of U.S. dependence
upon foreign sources for strategic minerals;

-~ the stability of exporting nations, the size of
U.S. stocks and stockpiles, and the potential
for domestic production;

-- whether or not there is evidence of a "resource
war" being waged by the Soviet Union;

-~ whether or not there is a massive and unwarranted
resource "lock-up” of public lands;

-- proposed legislation apd the Reagan Administra-
tion's plans for strategic minerals and public
lands policy.

-

Following are a series of questions and the answers which
resulted from our analysis. They appear in the order of
the sections in the briefing book.

i1

-

..
o
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ODomestic Production and Needs L .
Is<ghe U.S. so dependent on foreign strategic
minerals that national security is threatened?

-- 0f 10 ¢f the major strategic minerals used in
the U.S., we are net exporters of 2 (lead and
molybdenum), and we import 4 from stable,
friendly western hemisphere nations. The
remaining 4 (chromium, cobalt, manganese,
platinum) come from nations considered unstable
or unfriendly. Being dependent, however, even .
on those nations considered unstable, is not 4 :
the same as being vulnerable. Minerals for e
which we are extremely dependent are stockpiled / "
in significant quantities. Although the stocks
in some cases are below the U.S. 3 year goal,
the combination of industrial stocks and_govern— -

“—ment- stockpiles in most Wgﬁ%ial
years' supply. Furthermore, sincé strategic
use of most of these minerals constitutes
only a small percentage of their total use,
these stocks and stockpiles could last much
longer in a critical situation. *

-

Why are greater quantities of needed minerals not
produced in the United States and wouldn't greater
access td public lands increase domestic proguction?

-~ There are two primary reasons why mineral\s are
not produced in the U.S. in greater quantities: *

1. Either they do not occur here in great
quantities, or it is cheaper to produce
them in other countries. . .

2. The U.S. has lost much of its mineral pro-
‘cessing capacity in recent years.

Thus, opening more public lands will not
necessarily result in more mineral production.
Public lands, for the most part, are open to
mineral development. The Blackbird area in

Idaho is an example which combines both the
economic and the public lands'fagtors. The Black- .
bird area has hi?h potential for cobalt and was
designated non-wilderness for the purpose of mineral
xtivity. Blackbird mining claims are held by a
Canadian compahy which fs seeking a government
subsidy for its operations because of "soft"

world prices for cobalt. If the Blackbird cobalt
were produced, there is no assurance that it would
be sold to U.S. purchasers.

-
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Q. Does U.S. dependence on unstable trading partners
for some strategic minerals create a major national
security problem? P

This question is considered in our text in 1ight
of three factors: (1) what quantities of key non- -
fuel minerals do we import, (2) how stable are

the exporting countries upon which we rely, und

(3) what other sources or substitutes are available
for those minerals—we must import from unstable
sources?

Our analysis indicates that U.S. dependence do
not deriously affect our national security. Tet
impoft reliance data show that the U.S. has,

for the most part, stable trading partners from
whom we can continue to import large quantities
of the minerals and metals we need for industrial
and defense purposés.

Q. Although total self-sufficiency would be impossible,
isn't 1t in the United States' best interests to be-
come as self-sufficient as possible?

Q. Is

Practical considerations dictate that on balance,
total self-sufficiency is not a desirable ob-
jective. Depletion of America's resources would.
ultimately leave the U.S. at the mercy of, other
suppliers. Furthermore, the withdrawal of the U.S.
from international supply relationships could
disrupt the worldwide economy, as well as our own.
In situations where U.S. imports are unstable, "
alternative sources, substitutable commodities,
and conservation methpds all®offer important
options for avoiding Yulnerability.

a "resource war™ being conducted against us by the

U.S.S.R.?

Many experts on foreign affairs argue that not |
only is the Soviet Union not engaged in a "resource
war® in southern Africa or elsewhere, but that
economic constraints would make such a "war"
virtyally impossible. -Their analyses indicate that
the Soviets are neither attempting to deny minerals
to the West as a political strategy, nor are they
seeking to control world supply for their own
needs. Our text quotes from some of these sources
at length.
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Domestic Resources: An Overview of Current Information~—-

Q. Is the U.S. "locking up” badly needed strategic minerals
by not allowing development on public Tands?

., == Over 400 million acres of public lands are fully
. open to minerafjdevelopment. And most of the i
rest is open to at least some mineral activity.
Even wilderness areas which constitute only 3.4%
of the total U.S. land base, are to remain open
* until January, 1984, andbeyond that date even
v - full, development is permissable on valid existing
claims and leases. Despite the fact that most
public lands are open to development, in 1977
less than 1/3 of non-fuel mineral development
came from public lands:

It is important to note that, of the 60 areas in the
National Forest System which have been analyzed as
part of the wilderness study process, only 5 have
been indentified as having high mineral potential.
None of the minerals identified im these 5 areas
are minerals for which we are heavily dependent on
unstable or unfriendly countries. Of the 13 Bureau .
' of Land Management wilderness study areas for which
~ mineral surveys have been completed, none has signi- ¢
ficant mineral potential, 2 have moderate potsntial
(for zeolite and gypsum). While some areas of
public lands have not yet been assessed for mineral
- potential, several things are clear -- -
1. The vast majority of public lands are open for
develGpment .

v 2. Some of our most environmentally sensitive
areas, such as many wilderness areas, do not
contain significant quantities of®strategic
minerals. »

3. Our parks, refuges, and wilderness areas are
uniquely valuable. They should be sacrificed . .
only if there 1s‘no alternative. 7

The public Lands and Mineral Development: Availabilitv =
and Requlatfon

% Isn't mineral exploration blocked by the wilderness
designation process?

~~ The Wilderness Act provides that mineral prospecting

. may be allowed indefinitely if “"compatible with *
preservation of the wilderness environment." o,
Wilderness areas are not great storehouses of '

’ .

Q . ?J
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minerals mostly because boundaries have been
drawn to exclude potential mineral deposits, not .
. because restrictions have barred development.
- —~ In National Forests, areas with high.mineral po-
, - tential in proposed wilderness areas have been
exluded from wilderness designation. The Fedéral
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) contains
specific provisions to accomodate mineral concéerns c 4 M
as part of the BLM wilderness review process. It :
\mandates a special USGS/Bureau of Nines mineral
\N{"ﬁ;\y on any area being recoomended for wilderness;
it Ty protects e sting mineral rights; it .
. . protects “grandfath®ed" mineral activities which
existed prior to enactment. It also leaves
wilderness study areas open to-establishment of new
. mining claims and leasing, and it allows for new
activity which creates only “temporary" impacts
of up to 10 years. Of the 338 million acres
administered by the BLM, 91 percent have already
been released for development.
|

Q. Does it make sense to withdraw lands from development ‘
simply for envivonmental reasons?

- Lands are withdrawn for a variety of reasons’, only
a few Of which are strictly envirommental. Lands
are withdrawn for watershed projects, powersites,
. administrative sites, township/municipality requests,
. military installations, stock driveways, irrigation
projects, and experimental stations, to name a few.
Less than 28%°of the federal lands are
withdrawn from claim staking and less than 22% from
leasing for envirOnmental reasons. Withdrawal .
*of public lands for public recreation and wildlife
‘ protectich is just as valid as any of the other
. . reasons for withdrawal. In fact, withdrawing lands . -
for broad, public multiple use is 1ikely to benefit
‘ , more citizens than'most of the other uses. -

Q. Why does industry complain that federal leasing and
permitting procedures unduly restrict fuel and non-
fue]l mineral industry activity?

. 4
-- Industry officia)s contéhd that the Interior
Department's leasing and permitting procedures,
unduly restrict access and -increase costs. However,
in a February, 1981 repert, the General Agcounting
Office outlined steps necessary to increase oil and
gas development on, federal’ lands. GAO's statistics
. . showed that the primary delay in'the approval . )
. process for applications for permits to drill for
ofl and gas was "the time taken by aq_glicants to
submit information to the Survey.” e conclusions
of this report may be assumed to apply to sfineral -
. leasing as well.
: i e

~
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Yonservation Alternatives to Foreign Dependence RN
v “
LT Q. To what extent are there practical alternatives? / :
~ U - ' - tumerous alternatives, applicable to all sectors
. .. [ of the minerals economy, hold promise for
. . - extending our resource base: N

¢ Many of the innumerable tons of valuable metals
lost to 1andf1ﬂs and scrap piles can be
= recycled. 1’
s L]
¢ More readily available materials can be substi-
tuted for less accessible materials.

¢ New manufacturing technologies may reduce the
need for certain strategic minerals. T e

. o Mining and recovery techniques can be improved
to ingrease yield.

¢ Product designs can be refined to decrease the
amount of metal consumed.

Q.. What specifically needs to be done to hasten implemept. "
" / ation of conservation alternatives? ¢ S

-- _Research called for under the National Materials
and Minerals Policy, Research, and Development Act
of 1980 should be expedited

. [ 4 -
Methods for encouraging or requiring recovery and
recycling of strategic minerals should be developed.

New techniques to improve the yield from mining
and processing operations shou'ld be developed.

Comprehensive and continuing studies to find
substitutable minerals should be a natfonal .
priority. .‘ '

Stu?nw(the economic and technical viability .
of ¢arious conservatiof methods should be}nfer- .
taken. .

Metal-by-metal estimates of the 1mpacts that .
alternatives might have on America's ability to .
decrease dependence on foreign strategic minerals

should be undertaken. .

==
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Conclusjons and Recommendations
T, v -4 . These questions and answers have led.uXto several T
« % -~ sconclysions. While the U.S. is dependent for some . ‘

strategic minerals- on foreign nations, most of the N .
natigps from whom we import are dur friands or allies, <
and are stable. For those few strategic minerals for R
which we depend on unstable or unfriendly countries,
.o - we have several years supply in stocks and stockpiles.
Furthermore, we have seen no conclusive evidence that
any “resource war" exists, and much evidence to the . .
contrary. In fact, if the U.S. cuts off its supply
M relationships with trading partners, we are 1ikely to
weaken existingalliances and harm our own and others'
economic position.
v - \
Arguments that public lands are "locked up" and -
should be opened immediately for unrestricted mineral -
development are respectively wrong and unwise. Most
public lands are in fact open to development. Little
mineral activity is found in wilderness areas because
most of their boundaries have been drawn to exclude
significant mineral deposits. Wilderness study areas
+ are subject to indistry exploration and continuing
Lsurveys to determine mineral potential.

Many strategic minerals are not,developed in the
ted States either because they are not to be found
here in significant quantities (for example, we have
no identified economically developable manganese
reserves) or because it is considerably cheaper for
industry to produce those minerals elsewhere. N

We conclude that therg is no compelling reason
to open’ public lands which are not already accgssible
to miperal dévelopment. Our-public lands belong to all
.. Americans. In those few areas where mineral activity
has been limited, it is only where other important uses
- ! : of the land or critical national resources would be

destroyed by unrestricted development. . /

Our long history of multiple use ol federal lands , .
has been based on shared acgess for-all-Americans. This b
includes recreationists, farmers, ranchers, historians,
scientists -- as well as timber, oil and mining N - .

-~ companies. The truth is that mining is a private use -
of public land. Of all those uses mentioned above,
mining is the only use which makes the area in which it
occurs essentially unusable for any gther purpose. 4

. Where mining occurs multiple use is usually impossible.

S . i . - -

& N .

- - > o, '’ - l R .
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Our conclusions have le{i us to a position of
unanimous opposition Lo HR. 2354, The National Minerals
Security Act of 1981, and to attempts by the Administra-

-tion to open additional public 1ands for mineral develop-

ment, * . . ’ .
ent, - )

We' oppose H.R. 3364+ for mahy reasons:

-- The bill through the national minerals policy and
minerals{council which it would establish, would
grant swhgping authority to the Secretary of the
Interior. 5

--  Under provisipns of the bill the miperals gouncil
“, would be staffed primarily by volunteers. These

“volunteers" could orly come from industry, since. .
no one else could afford to pay people to “"volunteer'

to work for a government agency. This would simply
be an industry lobby within government.

-- The bill would elevate mineral- development above
a1l other uses of federa) lands regardless of their
importance. In fact, land use plans for BLM lands
would be required to treat development of any
significant mineral deposit asa “dominant use"
Even lands with only marginal potential could be
used for mineral purposes at the expense’of other
uses. This is entirely inconsistent with multiple
" use of public lands. .

-~ H.R. 3364 would overturn resource protection and
development policigs estabYished by Congress over
the course of the last cen it would give the
Secretary absolute autho™i¥ to grant mining
industry access to any national part, wilderness
area, gr wildlife refuge, among other areas. *

--  The'bill requires the Secretdry to réquest
pominations for review of withdrawn lands and ¢
. then to detemmine the suitability of any nominated
lands for mineral location or leasing. ~On any .
fedgral 1ands where mineral location or leasing
is found compatible by the Secretary, he is
directed to apply-the provisions of e general

mining laws. This gives unprecedented, broad 4

discretion to the Secretary to open “withdrawn,
unrestricted, or closed" public 1ands to mineral
entry. Given the, inclinations of the current
Secretary of the Interior, we have no reason to
believe that any areas would be found incompatible.

1
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--  The bi1l would further jeopardize our irreplaceable
L national wilderness system<by making it open to .
mintng until 1994, despite the fact that
N industry has already had 20 years to establish
claims and leases in these areas

- Secretary James “Watt, has identified the development -
and implementation of a minerals policy as a top -
priority of the Reagan Admirnistration. The goals of

such a policy were indicated in a draft Administration ‘ ,
- option piper dated August, 1981. According to this - .
document the Administration is considering a number < o
e of legislative and adnjnistrative changes including:

.- amendmerits to weaken the Wilderness Act;

. -

- - amendments to weaken the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act;
-- a number of other proposals which are similar tp
r those in H.R. 3364. -
Our analysis and conclusions have prompted us to g
* make a number of recommendations which we helieve will
contribute both to 4 sound minerals policy and to P
Y continued protection of our most valuable natural
0 public lands areas. o

4

2 1. Since trade relations and stockpile preparedness are
essential to strategic minerals security, both should -

‘ be enhanced. ’ - B oy -~
- .. 2. Methods for encouraging or requfring recovery and ”
. recycling of strategic mine‘r:g_ls should be developed.
. ' - 3. The development of new techniques to improve the s
. yield from mining and processing operations is
important. ' .
4. . Comprehensive and continuiné stud}'es to find sub-
- stitutable minerals should be_a national priority.
5. A careful assessment of our domestic processing capacity
< should be done. . -
. 6. Exploratory information should be publi¢ly disclosed to
» assist in theresource planning process.
. 7. The 1872 Mining Law should be modernized to assure ,
- ; N environmental protection and to provide for equitgb'le
leasing systems. .
8. Management criteria should tfydeveloped that make -
public lands which have been withdrawn for
environmental reasons the last of the lands fo be
made available for mineral exploration and develop- .
ment. . . .
. b N
. . We believe that H.R. 3364, combined with what the
N Reagan Administration has said about the need to
+ . develop minerals on public lands should be of great
- . concern to all Ameri;:ps. the oWners*of those public
. lands. We strongly bélieve that the national interests .
Q. in both strategic minerals and public lands dictate
. ¢ 3 “the need ‘for a,reasoned public debate.. W& hope that
i this book will contribute to that reasoned debate.
. ‘ .
O ‘ b ¥ ) 5
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issues involved in domestic production of and need for strategic
minerals, foreign dependence, and the availability of public lands
to minerals development. We concluded that:
America is not hostage to the Soviet Union or any otherscountry
- with respect to its mineral needs. In fact, for the most part, we
depend for satisfaction of these needs on stable trading partners.
This does not mean, of course, that our minerals needs should be
considered as an element in our relations with the Soviet Union.
However, our approach should be based on reality, not on inflam-
matory rhetoric: Self-sufficiency is neither a desirable nor practical
national goal as it leads to depletion of our domestic resources and
disruption in international trading patterns.
The domestic sources of most of these minerals are on private,
not public, lands. -

* Less than 20 percent _of‘Natioh’s public lands have been with-
drawn or in some way restricted for environmental reasons frone
mineral development activitiés. By far, the vast majority of with-
drawals are for nonenvironmental reasons. .o

Pending legislation—and I would refer specifically to H.R 3364
and HR. 5603—and administration policy would unnecessarily
open up wilderness areas to mineral development and disrupt the
process of reviewing public lands for wilderness characteristics and -
mineral potential. :

The National Audubon Society and the other national conserv
tion groups have participated in the legislative debates surM-
ing increased access to mineral resources on public lands and have
made many of these points before. Despite what our critics say, the

' environmental community is not at all desirous of taking positions
which might in anyway jeopardize our national security. However,

it is our assessment of the factors in the strategic minerals debate

that acceleration of mineral development’on public lands or weak-
ening the regulatiens which provide protection for surface re-
sources on these lands are unnecessary actions and are, in fact, not

in the national interest.

Because we do not view public land availability as the }llain in

t 81
t Ms. BaBcock. In that report, we looked at the assumptions and
|

L 7

the problems besetting the strategic minerals industry, we ptrongly
oppose efforts by this administration, as reflected in H.R. 5603 and
the President’s April 5 report to Congress, to accelerate or abort
the orderly process of reviewing public lands for wilderness charac-
A tenistics under the Wilderness Act, RARE II process and the Feder-
. al Land Policy and Management Act of 1976.
~ I think several points are worth noting with respect to the proc-
esses under those Acts: &
Ninety-one percent of the 338 million acres of Bureau of Land
. Management lands have already been released to mineral activity,
although the FLPMA review process is-not yet complete.
Under the Wilderness Act of 1964, most national forest wilder-
ness js examined for mineral potential prios to designation.
Of the 106 areas reviewed by the U.S. Geological Survey and the
~7' Bureau of Mines, strategic minerals in any amount greater than a
trace were found in only 25 areas.
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As wilderness areas have been established, many boundary ac-
commodations have been made tp assure mineral access by indus-
try. ™

Finally, lands that are found not to have overriding wilderness
value during the wilderness review process are released immediate-
ly for mineral exploration and development.

" Our position on public land availability clearly places us at odds
with the assumptions behind the National Minerals Security Act
and the Wilderness Protection Act, as well as those behind the
President’s April 5 minerals report to Congress. Specifically, we are

opposing these bills for the reasons that are set forth it my written %

testimony. : .

However, most of the elements in H.R. 3364 and H.R. 5603 are_
reiterated in the President’s April 5 report to Congress, which
causes us considerable distress. That is while we support the Presi-
dent’s position on the need to-continue to inventory public lands to
determine their mineral potential we are disappointed at the con-
tinued focas™en opening up these lands to mineral development, as
well as at the idea of industry nominations becoming the driving
force in classifying those areas.

We would have liked to have seen instead a strong policy state-
ment by the President making public lands withdrawn for environ-
mental reasons the last of the lands made available for mineral de-
velopment activities, with a direction to the land management
agencies to develop appropriate criteria implementing that policy
and to incorporate those criteria into the planning processes man-
dated by FLPMA and the Resource Planning Act.

We do not believe that either the economy or the international
situation, let alone the small amount of acreage we are talking
about, justifies any single purpose focus on the Nation’s public land
to correct the perceived imbalance in our strategic minerals posi-
tion or throwing aside the proteetions crafted by Congress of these
critically important national resources.

We are also concerned about rhetoric in the April 5 report about
eliminating barriers to the development of the mineral resources of
the deep seabed, and want to be sure that those barriers aré not
those protecting this fragile environment or the safety of those who
perform this work. ; .’

Similarly,, mindful of the administration’s record to date on
reform of environmental regulations, we await with some anxi-
ety—l would say bolstered by appendix A to the Presidentls
Report—the details behind any plan to reform “excessively burden-
some or unnecessary regulations and statutes,” which adversely
affect the domestic-minerals industry. .

While 'individual cases may exist in which the public interest.
would be served by these kinds of changes, any sort of hlanket ap-
proach such as that proposed in the April 5 report or set fo;'th in
the two bills that I have described previously, should be viewed
with suspicion by this Congress .

We would also have liked to have seen greater attention paid to
the need for a careful assessment of our domestic capacity to proc-
ess these minerals—focusing on your concern, Mr. Chairman, about
materials and the end of the process—as well as a realistic analysis
of our international trading relations. We think there continues to

k3
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be tou much emphasis on extracting the rock and stockpiling these
materials and tw little emphasis on~ 1mproved processing and
having the necessary trained manpower to perform the latter func-
tions Just having the materials on hand or in the ground will 'not
help if we dgn't have the capacity to process thosg minerals. _

We are disappointed that the April 5 report does not contain an
explicit statement supporting expanded research on alternate
methods of conserving, substituting and processing critical materi-
als, including new manufacturing technologies, improved mining
and recovery techniques and less mineral consumptive product de-
signs.

We are concerned about public availability of the results of this
research and ask this Congress to be sure that there be full public
disclosure of the results of any research undertaken ‘as a result of
the April J report, consistent, of course, with our national security
interests. .

Finally. let me turn now to H.R. 4281, the Critical Materials Act
of 1981, which proposes the establishment of a Cowncil on Critical
Materials. The clear intent of this,proposed legislation is to tell the
admunistration to get on with the business of implementing the Na-
tional Materials and Minerals Policy, Research and Development
Act of 1980. We commend Mr. Fuqua for this &fort and for recom-
mending the establishment of a Council on.Criticaj Materials 1n
the Executive Office of the President. While we may/have concerns
about the functioning of such a Council in this administration, we
are confident that controls can be legislated to prevent its capture
by the minerals industry.

Clearly there 1s a need to coordinate and pull together the di-
verse programs in the executive branch dealing with minerals and
materials and the need to.avoid unnecessary expense and overlap
in these programs. We favor H.R. 4281 over the President’s propos-
al that this function be fulfilled by the Cabinet Council on Natural
Resources and the Environment because of the independence of the
Council in the Executive Office of the President from existing de-
partments. This independence will increase thegCouncil’s ability to
advise the President and to compel coordination in these dispersed
programs, just the concern that you were expressing, Mr. Glick-
man. An independent Council is also consistent with the recom-
mendations of the 1980 act. I refer you to sections 3 and 4 of that
act. . ) :
However, we are conoerned that the Council not be staffed and
funded in such a way as to create a bias towards the interests of
tHt mineral industry, To counter that possibility, we suggest that
one of the three members be representative of the “public interest
in protection of natural resources and the environment or that, al-
ternatively, the staff of the Council be organized in such a way
that that mandate can be carried out. We also request that the de-
liberations of the Council be open to the public and, to the degree
that the Council's recommendations have enabling authority, that
the formulation of those recommendations be subject to public
notice and comment.

Use of formal advisory committees authorized in H.R. 4281 con-
taining representatives, not just from industry, but from academia
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. .

and‘f};e public interest sector as well and public meetxhgs can be,

useful in this regard. '

We also recommend that language be added to'the findings and
purposes section of the bill—that would be section 2(a)—to assure
cqnsideration of environmental protection in the process of develop-
ing adequate supplies of strategic critical industrial material, and
to assure consistency with the goals and purposes of environmental
statutes such as the Wilderness Act. In that regard, we would like
to see some recognition in H.R. 4§81 of the importance of natural
resources and the need to protect those resources for future genera-
tions while achieving our desired national goal with respect to sup-
plies of strategic minerals and materials.

We would also like to see some mention in section 5 of the bill of
the need to undertake research and furtherante of alternate meth-
ods of conserving, substituting and processing critical materials
consistent with the directives contained in section 4 of the 1980
statute.

As this pommlttee continues its deliberations on issues involving
strategic minerals, we urge you to refine a working formula which
helps to identify critical mineral and materials supply problems.
We are concerned, obviously, about the scope of that definition.

As members of this committee are aware, materials are defined
in thte 1980 National Materials and Minerals Pollcy, Research and
Development Act to include those peeded for “industrial, military,

.and essential civilian needs,” The Federal Emergency Management

Agency has the responsibility for coordinating with other agencies
to produce a list of strategic materials for stockpile purposes. We
would urge that such strategic materials be hmlted to those®ritical
to our Nation’s defense industrial base. -

To further develop useful management guidelines for such criti-

. cal materials and minerals, a number of fagtors need to be careful-

ly weighed. Low availability of resources, geologic evidence of do-
mestic resources or lack thereof, international trade relations, ex-
isting domestic production capabilities, stockpiling plans, and the
potential for conservation, recycling and substitutions are all essen-
tial elements to be evaluated in determining the critical nature of
the Nation's minerals or materlals needs on a mmerals-by minerals
basis.

I thank you for this opportunity to appear before you and hope
that this Hias been helpful.
w1 The prepared statement of Ms. Babcock follows:]

8
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TESTIMONY OF HOPE M. BABCOCK
QEPUTY COUNSEL AND OIRECTOR FOR PUBLIC LANDS & PUBLIC WATERS
NATIONAL AUDgBON SOCIETY
N o
H.R. 4281, CRITICAL MATERIALS ACT OF 1981 P
BERORE THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, RESEARCH AND
TECHNOLOGY AND THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION, AVIATION AND MATERIALS

APRIL 20, 1982

Nr. Chairman and Members of this Committee.

1 apprecrate this opportumity to discuss with you, today, National Audubons
Society's concerns about public lands protection and mineral developeent actie
vitres, recent legislative proposals that a;fect that issue, including your b111,
Mr Chayrman (n.R. 4281), and the Admimistration’s recently announced (April 5,
1882} Mational Haeeﬁ_if's" and Minerals Program Plan and Report to Congress. .

" An orgamization of nearly half a million members, the National Audubon
Soctety has become increasingly.involved in the fssyes sﬁrround!ng us.
strategic mineral supplies. Our growing concern stems from the fact that the
strategic mneral supply has become a factor in the debate over protection of

4 our public lands. As an expression of this concern, National Audubon joined
with six other national conservation organizations to prepare a report on stra-
tegic minerals 1ssues and public land policy,’which was released October, 1981.

v In that report, we looked at the assumptions and 1.ssues mnvolved 1n domestic

production of and need for strategic minerals, foreign dependence and the avail-

abi11ty of public lands to mneral development. I would lhke to ask that the

Executive Summary of that report be placed in the record of this hearing.
Aft%comrehenswe review of the nation's strategic minerals needs, the

f

1ssue of eign dependence and the avarlability of the mation's public lands
P-4 . *

to satisfy those needs, we have concluded that
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o America is not hostage to the Soviet Umion or any other
’t?' country with respects to its mineral needs,
t

® the domestic sources of most of these minerals are on private

not pudblic lands; . '

® less than 20 percent of the nation's public lands have been
. withdrawn for environmental reasons from or restricted for
nineral development activities; ' ¢

o pending legislation (H.R. 3364 and H R, 5603) od the Admini-

~ stration policy would unnecessarily open up wilderness areas L d
to mineral development and disrupt the process of recovering
*

public lands for wilderness characteristics and mineral potential. .

The National Audubon Society and other national conservation groups have
-
participated i1n the legislative debates surrounding increased access to m1nera]
resources on public Tands and have made many of these points before. We have

testified 1n opposition to H.R. 3364, the National Minerals Security Act, and |

position that there 1S no need at the present time to increase private, single

use access to our natton's public lands Despite wh:t our critics say, the

environmental community 1S not at all desirous of taking positions which might

in any way jeopardize our national security. However, 1t is our assessment of -
the factors n the strategic minerals debate tHat acceleration of mineral de-

velopment on public lands, opening public 1 which are currently withdrawn

to mineral activities, or weakening the redulations which provide protection for

surface resource'values bn these lands are unnecessary actions and are, in fact,

.

. » *
in opposition to H.R. 5603, the Wilderness Protection Act, because of our

not 1n the national interest. .
= )
~
. ..
‘ [y
» .
»
. v
- ' ,
. ‘\ *
-
1}
‘ -
3
O -~
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Fore1gn Dependence

Critical premises “benind this Administration's strategic minerals program
DR
and also benind H.R 3364 aqd HR. 5603 are the presumptions that (1) the United

Staves 1s pecomng increasingly dependent on foreign sources for strategic and

N crittcal minerals, and (2) that that dependence equates with national vulner-

atilrty

It 1s Jur position that current American dependence on foreign sources of
strategiC ainerals and materi1als 1s consistent with historic trade patterns for
these materials and that for the most part, the United Statey has stable trading
partners, 131ke Cana.da. Australia, Mexico and Brazil, from whigh it can and does
mport large quantmes of minerals and metals For those industrial minerals --
manganeése, cobait, chromium andplatinum-group metals -- for which we rely pre-
dominately on South Africa and Zm:e -- sources not considered clearly stable --
experts 1n the field, such as Leonard Fischman, consulting economist and
recently of Resources for the Future, r.)laintam that producing countries, sugh
as these, cannot afford to withhold raw materials from Western markets.

! There1s no clear evidence that the Soviet Union has instigated a "resource
war" against the United States, such as the Administration has suggested. Two
fore1gn policy experts, Dr Robert Legvold of Columbra University and Or. Robert
Price of the University of California, in testimony before the Africa Subcommittee
of the House Foreign Affairs Comittee, July, 1981, provided ample refutation
‘of this argument. This dogs not medn, of course, &hat our mineral needs and

endence, should not be considered as an element in our relations with the
Soviet Union, ho@ever. our basic ap‘proach shouTd be baséd‘On erconomic reality

not inflammatory rhetoric
A\ ]
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for the Jnited States and mdy lead to increased rather than decreased vulner-
.

. ) Complete self-sufficiency 1s not necessarily a desirable or practical goal l
. 1 es)
|

ability. Foreign minerals dependence has been a phenomenon throughout most of ‘

) America's tndustrial-nistory. The Paley Comission (President's Materials

Policy Commission), which reviewed America's mineral dependence of the 1950's, |

rejected 1in its 1951 report, the goal of self-sufficiency as too isolatiomist. ‘
The goal of_ self-syfficiency inevitably 1eads to depletion of America's exist- .‘
1ng mineral resources, which would T turn leave 6ur country truly vulnerable.
Devoting limited resources, such as capital to domestic production 1s less
economically practicable than devoting them to forelg: production and mproved |
domestis processing capacity becaus_e of the lTimited natur?of domestic supplies 1
af some of the more critical materfals  Further the withdrawal of the United J
States from international supply relattor\shws could well cause“:cfnomic dis- 1
ruption in third-world countrzles, which would be to our national detmpent. 1
Such ch'srupt\on could lead to political instabilify,and could force most |

b countries wnilLh acquire mportar)t foreign capital from the sa.le of s‘trateglc'

minerals, to the Unvlted States, to seek markets elsewhere. It is in our interest ‘

that these countries l1ook to us as a stable, reljable s.ource of 1ncome.

It 1s our view, therefore, that foreign .d;ependence. while a mTitary con-
. cern, 1s paramountly an international economic trade matter, and rather than

Jamit opportunities, 1t can create new trade possibilities.

- -

The Availability of Publig Lands

I
The assumption behind linkage of increased domestic production of strategic
.
minerals and freer access to our public,lands 15 that federal land withdrawals

ERIC - :
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are somehow blocking domestic mineral production. After extensive ana'lySIs
of ths issue, we have copcl uaed (and documented in our October, 1981 report)
/t/hat this assumption is-slimply not supported by the record.
¢ Using data from 1977, the Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) has cal-
culated that t‘wo-thlrds of the U.S. minerals producn‘on comes from private, not
pubhcc. lands  As we discuss the availability of U.S. mineral resources, 1t is
L important to keep this fact firmly in mind. :
. With regard to our pubH' lands, of the 728 mllion acres of federa_l lands
in the Untted States, over 400 million acres -- over half of the public lands --
are open for development under the mining laws. Much of the withdrawn acreage
(the 328 million acres) 1s closed for other than environmental reasons; for
instance, township/municipality requests, military installations, watershed and
irriqation projects, powersites, administrative sites, stock driveways and
experimental stations -- a fact proponents of opening up wilderness areas con-
veniently ignore. Only a little over one-fourth of the pation's public lands /
is withdrawn from mineral acvivity for envirommental reasons. (Based on datz

derived from Management of Fuel and Non-Fuel Minerals and Federal Lands, OTA,

1979, draft policy options for the Cabinet Council on Natural Resources and the

Environment entitled Avaflability Of Federal Lands for Exploration and Develpp-

ment of Strategic Minerals, August, 1981, and Minerals and the Public Lands,

reTeased the Kational Audubon Soceity and six other environmental organiza-
tions, in October, 3981). Ten percent of that environmentally withdrawn federal

land 1s in the National Park System, where the advisability af ‘i thdrawal and \
1]

protection of natural resources is seldom disputed. This leaves 15 percent (or

112 m1lion acres) of our -'nation's public lands outside the National Parks, 2 ;
{ o )
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‘ which 15 0ff-1imits tu mineral activity for enyironmental reasons. There s
»
M an additional 3.5 percent {26 million acres) on which mineral prospecting and

. development can take place, but Only in a manner “compatible with the preserva-

L —— — . -tion of _the wilderness enyironment” ,@.d.ev: the Wilderness Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-577) -
g 7 + S

. Given the adverse environmental i1mpacts associated with mineral development,
. . such sy Air and water pollution, 5011 erosion and wildlife habitat destruction,
these percentages herdly represent disproportionate protection of mnatural resource ! .

values being held 1n the national interest.

B

. 'Pendlng Leqislation and the Prpsident‘s April 5 Report to Congress

. Our posttion on pub}yic l;nd availabrlaty cl.early places us at odds with the
a assurptions behind H.R. 3364 and H.R. 5603 as well as those behind the President’s
Apr11 5 Minerals Report to Congress. The rhetoric surrounding these bills and
. in the President's Report fails to distinguish befween lands withdrawn for en-
vironmental reasons and lands withdrawn fo_r other reasons. Thus, while we might

quibble that estimates of public lands unavailability by the Aneritan Miming

Congress of 75 percent and by the Administration of 68 percent are too high, < .
*
much mord serious is their failure to distinguish between the differing reasons .
I3 . . N
. ~
. for land withdrawals EE N ,

v
’

‘Be(;auge we do not view public land availability as :h‘e villian 1n the Pwed-~

N blem; be;etting the'strategic minerals industry, we strong'"ly oppose efforts by !
£ this Adm’nistranon: as re‘flectzﬂ in H.R. 5603, to accelerate or abort the '
orderly process of reviewiffg public lands 'fczr wilderr—\esﬁnaracteristfcs under

the Wilderness Act, RARE Il (Forest Service Roadless Area Review and Evaluation)*:

* In¥this reqard, we onnos® current afforts by Ris Egmigistratinn th cixcumvent

'_ the intent Of the RARE FY.process by authorizing roads in wilderness study
- - areas*which by definition 'had been roddiess. . ¢
~ . s P N
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and the Federal tand Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA)' {BLM Wilderness

Revww) Several points are worth noting with respect to the wilderness review

¢
i

process.

.——r—nmtywmzmnt—vf‘the—isa—mﬁhonicm—oksw hnds—haveﬂready - - -
been released to mineral activity, although the BLPMA review process is not yet
complete. Completing these surveys has been made a prior:ity item for the USGS

k and the Bureau of Mine.s, and the Administration-has voluntarily accelerated to

1987 the FLPMA 1991 deadline for completion of the BLM Wilderness Review.

2 Under the Wilderness Act of 1964, most national forest wﬂderr;;ss 15
examined for mineradl potential prior to designation. i

3. Under the Forest Service Roadless Area Review and Evaluation (RARE 1)

process initiated in 1977, 25 million acres of the 190 million acre national’
forest system has been survey'ed to date.
4. Although the U,S. Geological Survey/Bureau of Mines mineral survey
.Jrocess which takes place under each one of these review procedures has not
provided, by any means, an exhaustive and definmitive assessment of the public
M hnds\ it has focused on those areas for which protective restrictions are bing
considered. Of the 106 areas reviewed by the Survey and BOM, svnegn mnerals
in any amount greater than a “trace" were found in enly 25 areas
5. As‘wﬂderness areas have been established, many boundary accommodations
have been: mad& to assure mineral access by industry. For example, specific
_ provisions were w,riw.-n into the last Congress' River of No Return ldaho Wild-
erness 1eg1sl¥Lion o as\su‘re the avai]lability of “what appeared to be signifitant
cobalt resources 1n the BLacktnrd area. The Congressional committee reports
accompanying the 1980 Coldrado Wilderness legislation make it clear that pre-

vious mineral de\e\opment and mineral potential were both factors in delineating

»
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the wilderness ares boundaries which finally emerged. During the debate over
“Alaska wilderness each of the seven "world class” mineral sites 1dent]fred by . -
the mining ndustry was excluded from the eventual wilderness b<'>undary. They

o _ secs the Bonema Basin sites which was- excluded- from-the -West Ghichagof-Yakobr—— —— -

- ) 14
Wrlderngss, the Green's Creek site, which was excluded from the Adm*alty
[sland Kilderness, and the Quartz Hill swt? which 15 excluded from the Misty
Fyords wilderness. . . ) ¢
6. Lands that are found not- to have oJernding wilderness value durtng
the wilderness review Process are "released” mediately for mineral exploration
and development . )
R
In Taght of these facts, we oppose H.R. 3364 because the bill will
¢ allow private mdustry\to nominate sites in wilderness
LN . .
4reas g1ving private mineral interests priviledged access
to public resources which have been withdrawn in the
- national interest, N ,
. ‘ S
. v \o give the Secretary of the Inter10r upprecedented and broad
discretion to opgn- to mineral Jevelopment any Congressionally
"withdrawn, restricted or closed public lands," including +
4
. hational parks and national wildlife refuges, ﬁ . &
- o extend by 10 years the Wilderness Act of 1984 deadline for
} Sy
new mineral claimstaking ana mninerdl leasing. Such an ex-
tension s both unnecessary ang not in, the public interest. ) ) %l
We oppose H R 5603 because the bill will, *
i 0. allow the President to open any wilderness area to drilling , _ =~ = ,
o
and mining before the year 2000 1n case of some vague, un- L
' defined "urgent national need" and without Congressional
Y '
¢ concurrence , .
T . .
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o open gt} wilderhess lands after the year 200Q_for further
m neral'pe;elopment f -

, o allow the President,-at any time, t.o,uithdraw grotection

frcm BLM wilderness study‘ areas, withoyt the consent of ’ ..
Congress, by ;!eclarlng them unsuitable for ;n'lderness
. designation, .

y pe:manem.iy relea'se al BLH.study a:reas recommended. for
wilderness.production that have not been designated by L .
Congress as wilderness by January, 1985, and all non-
designated Forest Serv1cé lands under the RARE Il process,
by 1988. Tmis type of "now or never‘-" sc'hedule woul_d N
allow Opponents to k111 wilderness proposal; simply by N
delaying them for a few years by parliamentary tactics;

¢ bar the Forest Service from ever again Proposing any
additional wﬂdev:r.\ess areas after 'Eurrent' prt;posals have
been acted upon. This provision along with the permanent
*release” of the‘BLM Yands from further consideration 1§

Tike passing a law against further expansion of the
. National Parks System. ’ N .

‘Most of the elements of these two bills are reiterated in the Presideqt's

*y

April 5 Report to Congress. We are, however, pleased to support the President’s ™

position on the need to continue 0 1nvento’ry federal lands to determine their
mineral potenti3l, but we oppose any effort by the Administration to seek new
leglslation.‘l e H.R. 5306, which wiil open up environmentally withdrawn lands

for mineral dejelopment or will accelerate by tot much the wilderness review process,

1
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L
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Ne do r.wt believe that either the economy or the international situation let ) .
along the small amount of. acreage we are talking about, Justifies any single
purgose focas on the nation's public lands to correct a perceived 1mbalance

":'Our strategic minerals posntionJor throwing aside the protections crafted

by Congress of these critically important natufa‘l resources, .

We are also Goncerned about r;etoric 1n the April 5 Report about “elimi-

nating barriers to the deve]opg\:ent of the mineral resources of the deep seabed" *
and want to be sure that those "barriers" are not those pmtec:mq this fragile .
environment or the safe.ty of those who 'mn be performing this work. Similarly,
mindful of the Admnistration's record td dite on "reform" of environmental
regulations, we await with scfme anxiety the deta\\ls behind any plan to reform

"excessively burdensome or unnecessary regulations and statutes" which adverse-

1y affect the domestic minerals industry. While \ndividua-l cases may ex1st in
which the public, intérest-would be served by these kinds of changes, any sort
-~ (S

of blahket approach, such as that proposed by the Agministration or set forth
4

in H.R. 3364 or H.R 5306 or the Aqrﬂ 5 Report should be vikwed with suspicion

by this Congress. -

Not wishing fo come before you today with nothing good to say apout any of ' .

the legislative proposals pending befere this Congress or about the President's
April 5 Report, we praise the support found 1n the Rresident's Report for more

research and for promoting efforts to improve foreign minerals data and analyses,

and for identifying the meed to improve our stockpiling position. However, we

would have liked to have seen greater attention pard to the need for a careful

assessment of our domestic capacity to process minerals as well as a more

realistic_analysis of our internationa) trading relations Making changes fn

>
~
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domestict policies and practices without adequate information. 1nwth15 regard
's likely to preclude development of a cohesive strategy for better addressing
- Voo

Tineral problems..

.

- We are disappointed that the April S5Report d:)eg not contain an expiicit

. statement supporting expanded research on alternate lnetm;ds of conserving, sub-
stituting and pv:ocessmg dr1‘t1ca1 .materials, Inch;dmg new manufacturing tecrl-
nologies, 1mproved' mining ang recovery tech'mques and‘less mineral consumpt

product designs. We would ask thid Congress té be sure that there be as fin

public disclosure of the results of ths
fines of our national security interest,
s .

allowed to withhold data from the public

research.as possiblte, within the con-
and, that the minerals 1ndustry not be

or the government for proprietary

4

reasons.

We were disappointed not to see 1n‘ the April § Report support for moderni-
zation of the 1872 Mining Law to insure the application oflenvwomnental
Sund.ards to the minerals mdystry and to. provide fog an equitable leasing
system and for a fair economic return tO the government and the Ame‘ncan people.
Ne would also have I\kedlto have s;en a strong policy statement by the President
making public hnds’ mthd(rawn for environmental reasons the last of the lands
made available for mineral exploration and development and a Suggestion that
the land management ‘genc;es both develop appropriate criteria implementing tnat
policy and incorporate those ¢riteria ir}to the planning procyess mandated by

the Resources Planning Act and FLPMA. .

Finally, let me comment on H.R. 4281, the "Critical Materials Act of 198]‘,"
which proposes the establishment of a Council on Craitical Materials. fThe clear
intent of this proposed legislation is to implement the National Materials apd
Minerals Po}xcy. Research and Development Act of 1980, We commend the Chairman
for recommending the establishment of a éouncﬂ on Critical Materials in the
Executive Office of the President. In that regard, we oppose the suggestion in
the April 5 Report by the Admms’itv;atwn that the Cabinet Council on Natural

Resources and Environment fulfill tms function.

-~

r ~{
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We agree ‘uith the premise under‘lyﬂng both \proposals that there 15 a need to »
- coordinate and pull together the diverse progr&ns in the Exacutive Branch deal-

ing m‘t.h m1nerals: ana-_maternls and the need to aveid unnecessary expens'e and |

overlap in these programs. We favor H.R. 4281 over the President’s proposal ’

because of the independence of the Councﬂ‘ from existing departments, whigh will

increase the-CounciT's ability to advise the President and to compel coordination .

i

n these gispered programs, However, we are concerned 1est the Council be N
staffed and fugded in such a way to Create a bus‘towards the interest of the

minerals industry. To counter that possibiifty we suggest that\one of the three

members be representative of t;le public interest in protection of natural re- v
sources and the eqvvront‘nenf or that alternatively, the staff of the Council be
brganized wn such a way that that mandate cah be carried out We also request
that the deliberations of the Councyl be open to t‘he public and to the degree

that the Council's recommendations have enabling authority that the formulation

of those recommendations be subject to public notice and comment, '

- . .

We would also recommend that language be added to the findings and purposes
section of the bille{Section {2)(a)) toassure consideration of environmental .
protec‘tion in the process of devel‘om)ng adequate supplies of strategic critical
wdustr\wl materials and consistency Wwith the goals and purposes of the Wilder-
ness Act. In that regard, we would like to see some recogmitignyin H.R. 4281 T
of the mportance of natural resources and the need to protect those res;urces
for future generations while achieving our desired national goal with respect
to su‘pplies of strategic minerals and materials We wouTd .a1so like to see
some mention Yin Séctign 5 of the need to ,und:r:;ke research 1n furthgrance of
alternate methods of conserving, substituting and process'inc_; critical mat‘erials .

« | thank you for tmis opportunity to appear before you and hope that this

1

testimony has been helpful

RIC ‘ . , -
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RESUME
1 OF
. . HOPE M. BABCOCK
. ’ -
. ) 'f? \ .
Personal Data and Education .
'

s Born February 13, 1941, New York, N.Y. .

Graduated from the Brearley School, 1959; Smith College, B.A.

R (agna cun laude), 1963 (political science); Yale Law School,

LL.8., 1966 (administrative law, land planning)

o . Bar Admission: New York and District of Columbia .
.
Experiency . ’ .
. y - .
1981 - present: Deputy-Counsel ‘and Director, Public Lands
. . - . and Public Waters Program - National Audubon Society
Responsibilities include litigation, legislactive and adninistrative .
’ lobbying, and sewbership work on a wide range of issues, including

on~shore and off-shore oil and gas development, coal and hardrock

' sining, leasing and claics, land exchanges and management, coastal
development, refuges, wilderness areas and parks. Also, responsible
for providing tax, corporate and other general law advice, as required,
to organization and its chapters.

1979 - 1980: Partner, Bluz § Nash .
. Energy and environmental practice, including representation of,
’ . various energy companies and public interest organizationms, before
. federal executive agencies and legislative committees., Famillaricy
- vi:q-tequltenents for tax-exeopt organizations and private
foyndatlons, Federal Election law, and immigration law.
General litigation, corporate, tax, trusts gznd estates. .

December 1977 - 1979: Deputy Assistant Secretary = Energy and
Minerals (Regulation), Departwent of ghe Interior

Responsibilu‘ies included developing poiicy initiatives and
. icplecenting regulatory prograus and legislative strategies for

the Department’s coal, oil and gas (both on and offshore),
uraniuva and geothermal programs. Oversight responsibility over
the developument and implexzentation of regulatory programs under
the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 and the
Outer Continental Shelf lands Act of 1978, as amehded. Initiaced ’

studies of Department’s goethermal and uraniup regulatory programs .
with a view toward ioproving their effeftiveness and responsiveness.

Participated in the establishment of Departmental positions on

programs and policies of 2 regulatory nature initiated by other .
Federal agencies ot by legislative action. Served as principal

advisor to the Assistant Secrgtary - Energy and Minerals on energy

and mineral regulatory matters and as a contact point within the

, Department for the staffs of the Domestic Policy Council, Council

of Economic Advisors, and Councn; on Wage and Price Stability

.
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;\pril 1977 - December 1977. rasociate with Lowenstein, Newwman, Reis and
Axelrad .

_ Represented utility, vendoy, and trade association clients before .
Nuclear Regulatory Cormission, Environmental Protection Agency,
Depirtzent of Energy. and the U.S. Amy Corps of Engineers. . ’

1971 =~ 1977: Associate with the Washington, D:C. Office of LeBoeuf,
. Laz, Leiby and MacRae

Represented utilities, architect-engineers, and vendors before
B same agencies listed above. Also appeared before the Federal .
\5 - Power Commission «{wow the Federa), Energy Regulatory Commission),. ‘
_ and the Federal Energy Administration. Wrote appellate briefs, [
drafted corxents on and proposed ‘changes to vardious Federal .
regulations, and other forms of .representation on energy and .
environzental catters. Research on various international problems *
relating to the production, utilization, export snd ultimate
disposition of nuclear materials. Represented cocmercial nuclear
¢ waste burial company.
1969 + 1970: Part-time Associate with Shaw, Pittran, Potts, Trowbridge
and Madden (now Shaw, Pittman, Potts, and Trowbridge)

[N
' Assisted in Federal Court litigation arising from aviation insurance Y.
claimns. Detailed analysis of U.S. and foreign aviation laws and .
treaties. - . .
1966 - 1968: Assistant Regional Counsel to.the Northeast Regional
Office of the Office of Economic Opportunity N
oo t ‘ '
,Prepared and reviewed Gpvernment contracts, including projrap
grants and incorporation documents.
Miscellaneous: ’ ¢
e — , .
Member of the Boards of Directors of the Environmental Policy \
Center and the Environmental Policy Institute; appearances in
D.C. Superior Court on behalf of indigent juvenile defendants *
. .
Address >

National Audubon Society

645 Pennsylvania Avenue, S.E.

Wsshington, D.C. 20003 !
(202) 547-9009 ¢
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Mr GLickMAN Thank you for your excellent testimony. -

Mr. Margohn, [ would like to ask you what the present state is of
our tndustrial processing capabilities? You mentioned that in your
statement, as did Ms. Babcock. Ate they sufficient to meet our eco-
nomic and strategic needs, and is the problem of critical materials
as much one of industrial processing as it is of minerals supply?

Mr. MaRrGoLIN. I think our basic industries are in a deplorable
stAte. If the trend line continues, we are in real trouble in this
country. I personally have done a study of the steel industry in thi§
country and ikade projections that we would be losing because of
normal attrltlohiilack of capital formation, over 11 million tons of
shipment capabilities over the next decade. I think that particular

timeframe may be shorténed as more and more announcements are .

made in the next weeks and months about plant closures.

The same thing applies to the nonferrous industry and our fer-
roallpy industry, as many people have #estified before me at this
meeting and others, as far &s the state of the present basic industry
in this country? ..

Mr  GLickMaN. Then not only will we have perhaps problems

. with raw materials, but we face even graver national security im-
plications becausé we are not going to be able to make the product
here in America. o

Mr MarcoLIN That is correct. We are exporting our industries
overseas. ‘ ‘

Mr GurickMan. This is perhaps not totally within the jurisdiction
of the subject matter, but you talked -about the different role be-
tween Governmeht and industry in some of our competitive areas,
it was one of the items in the testimony.

" Mr. MARGOLIN Yes.

Mr. GLickMan{ [ recently spent 2 days at Boeing in their Seattle
Division. We were talking about the competition that they have
with 767 and Airbus and the promotion effort the European eco-
nlomlc committee has in connection with the marketing of that air-
plane. . - k

How do you propose improving that industry/Government coop-
eration to improve our international competitiveness?

Mr. MaRGOLIN. One of the arenas that seems to disturb the in-
dustrial base in this country is the fact that there is a lack of clear
signals from the Government. Therefore, in many of the oper-

ations, people are not making decisions until they see a clearer pic- .

ture of what the Government wants. It may be in the regulatory
arena. It could be in the tax arena or whatever.

The operation such as in Japan with MITI taking the lead on
this industrial base, or with the Germans and the French and the
British—I just came back from a meeting in Berlin in which we
talked about the steel crisis of the'world. This was one of the issues
that came up out of that meeting, that the national Governments

are ‘taking a stronger position, either directly or by setting policy .

which allows the private sector to operate in a better business at-
mosphere. ) .

Mr. GuickMaN. This administration would argue that they are
doing the latter. That is, they have lowered tax rates dramatically
.and they have provided the incentives for capital formation. They
have argued that they are doing the same thing in the regulatory

<




N 100 . \

picture Yet, I have kind of this instinctive underlyipg feeling that
that is not going to hack it in terms of competfing with particular
Japan and our Western European allies. That is, there may need to
be something more direct than that s B o
"Mr. MARrGoLIN, I would tend'to: agree: What the direct approach
would be is something that would have to be looked at carefully.
Mr. GLIcKMAN. Do you-havg any comments on the Cabinet Coun- ’
cil vis-a-vis the H.R. 4281 is a better way of implementing a nation-
al policy? , - °
*Mr. MarGoLIN Well, we, as professionals, don’t think we have
the capability of talking about organizational structures. But we *
would Yike to make one comment, and that is that a lot of it is atti-
tudinal If-you want to say there is a materials problem and a min-
‘erals problem in this country, then let us go about trying to solve
the problem, let us not talk all around it and study and restudy it.
Let us get to working on the actual problem and the solution of the
problem. But whatever organization is more favored, they should
be doing that. .
,Mr. GMCKMAN. Mr. Shamansky?
Mr. SHAMANSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .
Mr Margolin, on page 2 of your testimony, you say in the “Scope
of the Problem,” paragraph 2: “Our ferrochrome industry is declin-
ing. We are exporting copper ore for foreign processing.”” That
really sets up all kinds of ideas into my head. When I was in col-

\ lege way back then, we had.a definition in ecomomic geography .
that, “A colonial economy was one in which they exported raw ma-
terials and imported finished goods.” We have made it to that
status now, apparently, correct?

Mr. MARGOLIN. Correct.

Mr. Suamansky. OK.

Now, if I understand this correctly, we expo;t/ the ore and import
the finished copper. .

Mr. MARrGOLIN. This is an example of the material coming out of
the West, going to Japan for smelting, and coming back. g )

Mr. SHaMANSKY. OK. I don’t mind telling¥ou that that is really
goofy..I am from Ohio and we have iron ore. When I was in college
we could make steel for the market better than anyone else be-
cause we had the iron ore at the Great Lakes, we had the coal
nearby, we had cheap water transportation, and we had the end |
use all right there. It 1s very logical and it worked. _ “ “

I am reacting then negatively to your suggestion that there is |
something about the Government’s role in this that keeps every-
body off' guard because they don’t quite know' where the Govern- :
ment is going. I would like to make a suggestion that the indus- .
try—and I mean both management and labor—has to look at their
own industries. There is nothing about the Government’s policy
that so set up an industry that it is cheaper to take the ore out of
this cauntry, send it to Japan, and import the copper-back if the '
parties themselves don't want it to he that way. Ipthink that is a f
shift that, it is too easy to use the Federal Government as a_whip-

pirl’\nf boy. . |
» Mr. MagcouN. Mr. Shamansky, I would agree with you that in- |
dustry,- mapagement and labor have made contributions to this }
problem: I think, though, if we had some polities directed gt the ] |

r
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broad agpect, which we have been pushing for years to have,-then
we may be able tu get some of the light at the end of the tunnel,
everybody could see what the real problems are, and we could go
about solving them.

Mr Sgamansky. I don’t want to act as if the elements, the ridic-

ulous aspect of this thing is, it seems to me, fairly obvious. At what
point does management become galvanized and says, ‘“What’s going
on here with our own 'industries?”’ The executives of the copper
companies can't turn to labor and say, “What is this difference?
Why can we not compete?”’ . )
. US Steel managed to find $6 billion or so to make a capital ac-
quisition of Marathon Onl from Finley, Ohio They managed to find
capital to do that. They could not find the capital to renew their
plants around Youngstown, Ohio. So the capital is there, given the
will to do something about it. .

It 1s interesting that you are saying—and looking at this very
distinguished list of members—that you apparently give up on the
idea that leadership can really come from the effected industries
themselves. I am sort of disappointed that.everyone is looking to
the Federal Government to provide the leadership, and then, in the
other breath, they sit around complaining because Government is
interferring vith their businesses.

Mr. MarGouin. Well, I am not in any way implying that we are
giving up I don't think we are, .

Mr SHamansky. Well, where is the leadership, though? You are
not giving up, but are you very effective about it” Do you have a
« program? Does your federation have a program?

Mr. MarGoLIN. | don’t think it is in the province of our feder-
ation as a bunch of professionals to come up with a program as
such. I think we are a communicator, we are trying to bring to-
gether the vdrious forces that act in the Materials community and
get the message across.

Mr. Suamansky. To whom are you communicating? Who is talk-
ing to whom? ’ :

Mr MarGoLiN. That is what we are trying to improve. We want
to get academia to be talking to industry, industry to be talking to
Government. Government to be talking to academid. Part of our
overall program is trying to implement that arena. The Harpers
Ferry conference is & mechanism we are using to get the problems
aired out by all people and try to come up with direction.

Mr Suamansky. I will leave thjs line of questioning with just
this comment. The idea that it is cheaper for the steel to be import-
ed from Japan than it is to produce it in the Great Lakes-Ohio
Valley is simply a self-inflicted wound. ‘

Mr MarcoLiN, | will fully agree with you that we in this coun-
try, in our own markets, we can produce steel cheaper than any-
body else, especially in the Great Lakes area. I have studied that
for the last 15 years, and I have studied foreign operations, and I
do believe that.

Mr. SnaMANsSkY. | am a layman and I figured that out. So there
is hope for us all here.

.I would like to allude very briefly to your paragraph 11 on page
5. "There is concern that the Nation may not be producing ade-
quate supply of technologists, vocationally trained persbnnel and

1495
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support people to operate the equipment and facilities required by
industry.” o ) oo

I don't mind telling ydu, sir, that we have had a battle in this
committee to make sure that that condition not prevail. Unfortu-
nately, it is become a very partisan sort of thing. The Democrats,
the majority here, at least, tryffmsto overcome the absolute mind-
less approach of the Office of Management and Budget in doing
away with the training of our future cadres of researchers and pro-
fessors and weeding in that area. I think it is absurd. -«

With respect to energy on paragraph 13 on page 5, “Problems re-
lated to the role of the materials life cycle in_the field of energy
need to be redefined in light of changes in technology and the econ-
qmy’ ' —again, we recently had the Secretary of Enérgy. I guess he
will sdon be a,dean*or a president of a medical ‘college. He is an
oral surgeon by profession. His testimdny over the last year and a
quarter would convey, at least to me, the impression/that the only
energy policy that this administration has is with fuclear, some-
how or other; buying Clinch River and all those other things, to
almost the exclusion of any other process available. -

Would you like to elaborate on your paragraph 13?

‘Mr. MaRrGoLIN. Yes. Oge of the things we have been noting of
late in the press was the number of failures we are having in our
nuclear reactors that are in operation. They happen to be materi-
als failures. So are finding out new things that we didn't know
when we first designed“our nuclear reactors.

Mr. SHAMANSKY. About the brittleness of metal?

Mr. MarcouiN. That is right.

Now, as you go into the synthetic fuels program, we may be find-
ing some new arenas that we have to operate in and we may need
to have newer materials in order to deal with some of those prob-
lems that we haven’t thought of today.

I remember going back when we were looking at steam boilers,
backgin the 1950’s, and we had corrosion problems until we regpg-
nized the fact that in some of our imported oils we have vanadjfum
and sulfur, a perfect combination for making sulfuric acid, and
they were corroding our boiler tubes. We came out with new de-
signs and new material substitutions for that.

So it will be a continuing program as we go into the 1980’s in our
changing energy posture.

. Mr. SHamansky. I would like to congratulate both you and Ms.
Babcock on your statements. They were very succinct and quite to
the point. | ) .

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. .

Mr. GLICKMAN. Ms.'Babcock,” you made the point that nations
such as Zaire apd South Africa cannot afford to withhold raw ma-

_ tenals from Western markets. But the closing of the Zairian cobalt

mine in 1978 was due to invasion of Zaire. How do we deal with
similar inadvertent upheavals that may ‘have absolutely nothing to

. do with what the current government wants to do? I am trying to

play the devil’s advocate with you.

‘Ms. BaBcock. That is fine. I think one of the things that we do is
to focus our research efforts to avoid the dependence on that single
material, and cobalt is probably a poor example of that. We may be
a bit up the creek in a situation like that. I don’t think, however,

=
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the answer 15 to open up the wilderness areas to ‘mine for cobalt,
cobalt whith iy be of questionable quality and the material
which the market cannot absorb.

Mr. GLickMAN. The other question’I would ask is what is your
reaction to a. critical or strategic materials impact statement, as
‘suggested by the administration? , '

. Ms. Bascock. An impa® statement such as an environmental
impact statement or the regulatory statement? .

‘Mr GuickMman. [ think it" would be an across-the-board impact
statement as parf of his program plan.

Ms. Bascock. I think that is probaBty a very good idea, particu-
larly if they are going to be recommending—cegtainly the regula-
tory changes will require some type of impact statement to comply
with NEPA. In, terms of an impact statement accompanying this

_ report, 1t would be very, very helpful to have them assess the envi-
ronmental implications of what they are proposing, if that is re-
sponsive to your question.

Mr. Grickman. It would not be an environmental impact, it

ould be a response of critical materials impact. It would be a par-
allel to NEPA essentially that would also—whatever regulatory
action were Baken, there would have to be critical materials impact
statement.

Ms Basbcock. An evaluation of what the impact would be on our
strategic minerals and materials?

Mr. GLIcKMAN. Yes. Y

. Ms: Bascock. Well, I guess, on the one hand, I would say that
that might overemphasize a situation. And I would also, I guess,
add that the delay factor that that would add to implementing any
policy that another agency has to go through to evaluate some-
thing. I don't see why that type of assessment wouldn't be made
part of whatever the proposal is or a part of a NEPA statement to
be rolled in, not as a separate action.

Mr. Guickman. OK. .

Ms. Bascock. | am hot quite sure what they are proposing there.

Mr. GLickMAN. I am not either. But I would think that they are
proposing something to parallel NEPA.

Ms. Bascock. But geared specifically toward the impact on our
strategic minerals supply. .

Mr. GrickmaNn. I happen to think that that is probably not an
unreasonable situation, but I don't know how it would be imple-
mented.

Ms. Bascock. Again, I think jt would be a question of public par-
ticipation and whether or not a\at document itself is open to legal
challenge. You can really spinoff and do a variety of concerns from
a proposal like that. 7

Mr. Grickman. Do you have any different ‘definition of “critical
minerals or materials” than what you have heard here teday?

Ms. Bascock. I have heard a range of definitions. No, I ghink our
concern is that the definition not be so, broad that wh#tever pro-
grams are developed to accelerate or gsioé'e preference to the use of

those matenals or the extractionzof those minerals not cover on the
entire waterfront For example, wouldn’t want to see coal listed .
as a strategic or critical mineral if that meant somehow the coal
leasing process was jeopardized, accelerated, that the strip mine
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regulatiods would come out evesi weaker than they are right gow.
We would look at it in termi$ of the consequences. So we would
prefer a fairly narrow definition -

Mr. Grickman. OK. :

Mr. Shamansky, do you have any other questions?

Mr. SHamaNsKY. No, Mr, Chairman.'y’

Mr. GrLickman, I think this has been a very good hearing this |
morning. We will have the next set of hearings Thursday morning
at 9 o'clock. We appreciate your testimony ‘from the Federation, as

“well as Ms. Babcock. ‘

The hearing will stand adjourned until Thursday at 9 a.m.
o'clock. '

[Whereupon, at 11.12 a.m., the subcommittees adjowrféd, to re-
convene at 9 a m., Thursday, April. 22, 1982.]
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A Public Law 96-479—National Materials and Minerals

Policy, R. & D. Act of 1980 and Consideration of/
H.R. 4281—Critical Materials Act of 1981
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* THURSDAY, APRILS22, 1982 -
o
Housk oF REPRESENTATIVES, COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND
+ . TECHNOLOGY, SUBCOMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION, AVI-
ATION AND MATERIALS, SUBCOMMITTEE ON ScieNce, Re-
SEARCH.AND TECHNOLOGY,

,

Washington, D.C. .~
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice,at 3:05 a.m., in room
2318, Rayburn House Office ‘Building, Hon. boug Walgren (chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Science, Research and Technology)

presiding. 4 . -
S Présent: Represerntatives ‘Walgren, Shamansky, Dunn, and
- - Skeen. C L .
h Staff presen't: Paul C.. Maxwell, majority science consultant; and

Donald L. Rheem, minority technical consultant.
[The ,prepared\opengng statement of Mr. Walgren follows:]

; \ jps)
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OPENING STATEMENT
HoN. Dous WALBREN °
H. R 4281 - "CriTicaL MATERIALS Acr oF 1981"
ApRIL 22, 1982 ’

TODAY IS THE SECOND IN YWO DAYS OF HEARINGS ON*THE CRITICAL
MATERIALS AcT OF 1981 (H.R. 4281). On TUESDAY, WE HEARD FROM
. A NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATION WITNESSES ON THE PROPOSED LEGISLATION

AS WELL AS THE PRESIDENT'S RECENT PROGRAM PLAN AND REPORT RE-
LEASED EARLIER THIS MONTH., | THINK IT WAS CLEAR AT THAT TIME OF
OUR SUBCOMMITTEE'S CONCERNS FOR THE OVER-EMPHASIS IN THE PRO-
GRAM PLAN FOR MINERALS AND DOMESTIC RUBLIC LANDS MANAGEMENT. I
BELIEVE WE MUST BE AWARE OF THE CONTINU?NG‘MATERIALS PROBLEMS
IN SUCH BASIC PRODUCT-ORIENTED INDUSTRIES SUCH AS STEEL OR ,THE
AUTOMOTIVE INDUSTRIES, AS WELL AS OUR FUTURE MATERIALS NEEDS,
Tobay we WILL HEAR FROM THO GROUPS OF OUTSIDE WITNESSES,TO LOOK

4 AT CURRENT PROBLEMS -- SPECIFICALLY IN THE STEEL INDUSTRY AND

THE AEROSPACE INDUSTRY, AS WELL AS A VIEW TO THE FUTURE REGARDING

ADVANCED CERAMICS AND COMPOSITES., AS A CONGRESSMAN FROM PENNSYLVANIA,
| AM WELL AWARE OF THE CONCERN FOR THE STEEL INDUSTRY AND I aM
PARTICULARLY INTERESTED IN HEARING TESTIMONY ON THIS ISSUE. IN ALL,

I THINK THIS MORNING'S TESTIMONY SHOULD BE VERY HELPFUL TO THE
SUBCOMMITTEES’ CONTINUING ACTIVITIES REGARDING H.R. 4281,

.

¢ -
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Mr. WaLGreN. I want to welcome you to the committee. Today is
the second of 2 days of hearings by the two subcommittees, the
Subcommittee on Science, Research and Technology and the Sub-
committee on Transportation, Aviation and Materials of the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology on"the Critical Materials Act of
1981 (H.R. 4281). On Tuesday, we heard from a number of admijnis-
tration witnesses on the proposed legislation as well as the Presi-
dent’s recent program plan and report released earlier this month
covering critical materials problems. ‘ '

I think it was clear at that time of our subcommittee’s concerns
for the overemphasis in the program plan for minerals and domes-
tic public, lands management. I believe we must be aware of the
continuing materials problems in such basic product-oriented in-
dustries such as steel or automotive industries, as well as our
future materials needs. e .

Today we will hear from twagroups of outside witnesses to look

at current problems, specifically, in the steel industry and in the
aerospace industry, as well as a view to the future regarding ad-
vanced ceramics and com posites. .
» As a Representative from Pennsylvania, I am well aware of the
concern for the steel industry and I am particularly interested in
hearihg testimony on this issue. I think this morning’s testimony
should be very helpful to subcommittees’ continuing activities re-
garding H.R. 4281. We hope to create a record which will support
progress in this area that we can work with in recommending spe-
cific actions to other members and in attracting the attention of
the full committee as a whole to this problem.

Our first panel is made up at this point of Richard Mulready, the
vice president of technology of Pratt & Whitney Group of United
Technologies, and E. F. Andrews, the vice president of Allegheny
International, who comes from part ‘of the country. We are par-
ticularly pleased that you are hele, Mr. Andrews. Of course, Mr.
Mulready, the same applies: However, it is always'nice to see
people whom I have met before who are good friends.

Let me invite you to proceed. We will start with Mr. Mulready.
Written statements or details will be made part of the record auto-
matically, but please feel free to proceed a$ you think most effec-
tive in creating a record here. We are very interested in" your views
in this ‘area. :

Mr. Mulready.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD C. MULREADY, VICE PRESIDENT,
TECHNOLOGY. PRATT & WHITNEY GROUP, UNITED TECHNOL-
OGIES _-

Mr. MULREADY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chair-
man and members of the®ommittee, I am Dick Mulready, vice
president, technology, for Pratt & Whitney Group, the largest unit
of United Technologies.

I am pleased to be here today to comment on the administra-
tion’s response to Public Law 96-479, the National Materials and
Minerals Policy Research and Development Act of 1980, as well as
the Critical Materials Act of 1981 (H.R. 4281) sponsored by Chair-

11,
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man Fuqua and numerous other members of the House Science
and Téchnology Committee. .

Pratt & Whitney manufactures jet engines for both military and

commercéﬁ applications. As a user of large quantities of strategic

"and critical materials, we are concerned abous Government policies
and legislative initiatives whjch affect raw materials availability,
research and development efforts, stockpile policy, and other relat-
ed matters. ) - i

In October 1979, T testified before. a joint hearing of the Science,
Reséarch and Technology Subcommittee, and the Natural Re-
sources 'and Environment Subcommiittee. The subject then was the
Materidls Policy Research and Development Act of 1979 (H.R. 2743).
which later became Public Law 96-479. It is gratifying to see that
the House Science and Technology Committee has continued its in-
tergst 1n and concexn with strategic and critical materials matters.

Before addressing the subjects of todgy’s hearing, I would like toy
review soriie of the events which ha ken place since I testified
on the Materials Policy Research and Development Act. In 1979
Pratt Whitney became directly .involved in the issue of strategic
materials when it appeared thatsboth cobalt and titanium would be
in short supply. The potential shortages of our basic raw materials
led us to'take several steps to retluce our needs. First, we utilized
material§ better by developing and applying “near-net" shape man-
ufacturing techniques. Forgings—and these are forgings made with
a special process—were desighed and made with less overstock,
thereby reducing the amount of material that is machined away as
scrap. We #lse recycled more of the chips that were machined dway
and returned this scrap to engine-quality use. Prior to that fime,
that scrgd had been, cfowngraded and used for secondary uses.
These forms of conservation meant less raw material needed for a.
finished part. | - .

Lastly,. we substituted alterpative materials, ongg with lower
strategic materia] content, wherever possible. These efforts result-
ed in substantial savings in the materials of concern, and in the
case of cobalt lowered our needs by approximately 20 percent. . .

In the past, Pratt & Whitney and United Technologies have par-
ticipated in varidbus congressional initiatives which have related to
the availability of strategic amd critical materials. We have pre-
sented our views during congresstonal hearings on such subjects as
publiclands. policy, domestic production of cobalt, the condition of
the ‘Defenise Industrial Base, and reform of the National Defense
Stockpile. . ! ° A

The U.S. Government has also begun to address the materials-
availability issue, and it has taken,the following constructive ac-
tions in the last 2 years. The Idaho Wilderness legislation was en-
acted in Jul{ 1980 with a precedent-setting provision which puts
aside a small portion of the River of No Return Wilderness where
cobalt mining is designated as the dominant use for the area. Last
summer, the administration purchased 5.1 million pounds of cobalt
for the stockpile. This cobalt meets the highest technical standards
of the industry today and provides a small but known reserve suit-
able for jet-engine use. . .

In addition, the U.S. Government has announced an agreement
with Jamaica to obtain 1.6 million tons of bauxite. This transaction

N . n
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« Is particularly noteworthy since agricultural barter—dairy prod-
. ucts—and excess stuckpile material—tin—will be utilized for the s
acquisition. =% . )

The release earlier this month by President Reagan of the na-
tional materials and minerals program plan and report to Congress
represents a very significant milestone 1n our Nation's approach to
the materials issue. We applaud the administration’s effort to ad-
dress this subject in a comprehensive and coordinated fashion. The
policy statement and report répresent a significant step in identify-
ing the country’s materials problems and the actions necessary to
reduce our vulnerability to supply cutoffs. While we have not had
adequate time to study the administration’s proposal in great
detail, we endorse the administration’s choice of the following cor-
nerstones of our national materials policy:

A national defense stockpile which contains materials in suffi-
cient quantities and of thé appropriate grade, form, and quality to )
‘reduce our vulnerability to_foreign supply cutoffs of materials~™
which we normally import and need to support our economy and
national security; ’

Identification of domestic resources and the continued search for

" technology which would eventually allow these resources to be pro-
. duced .in" an economifal and an environmentally acceptable
manner; - :
Support for R. & D. which can produce substitution options and
. | conservation and reqycling methodology in the future;

And, last, increased focus on national materials and resources
issues through Government awareness and action.

One of the concerns addressed by both H.R. 4281 and the Presi-
dent’s materials policy statement is the coordinatioh of materials
research and development efforts. Pratt & Whitney’s experience
with the coordination of Federal research and development efforts
has histori€ally been good. It has been very good, I might add. We
are currently working with the Defense Advanced Research Proj-
ects Agency (DARPA) and the Air Force Materials Laboratory
(AFML) on rapid solidiftcation technology which offers a promising
development approach to new materials which require lower stra-

. tegic material content. :
Another example, of the results which can be obtained by Gov-
ernment-industry cqoperation can be found in NASA's effort which
, has traditionally provided a stimulus to the aeronautical industry
by supporting proof-of-c